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CURRENT TOPICS. 


3 “Mn. Joun Riesy has been appointed Junior Equity 
ansel to the Treasury, in the place of Mr. George 
Wirgman Hemming, recently made a Queen’s Counsel. 
Mir. Rigby was formerly a Fellow of Trinity College, 
ambridge, where he graduated in 1856 Second 
frangler, Smith’s Prizeman, and Second Class in the 
ical Tripos. He was called io the bar at Lincoln’s- 

in in Hilary Term, 1860, 





“Tur Puntic Worsuir Recutation Act, 1874, came into 
ation on the Ist instant, and naturally much anxiety 
expressed as toits probable effect upon ecclesiastical 
i Those who strenuously opposed the passing of 
ie Bill are, of course, the most anxious, and a veiement 
has recently been published by one of their 
aders impressing upon them the duty of disobedience. 
»the other hand, the supporters of the Bill evidently 
ect great things from it, and the air is filled with 
mours of prosecutions and counter-prosecutions. 
© We believe that both the fears of the one class and the 
pes of the other are equally unfounded, for the Act 
akes no difference whatever in the law of the Church. It 
als with procedure only, substituting a single judge for 
hultitude of assessors in each diocese, and giving to the 
rties an appeal from his decision direct to the Privy 
mncil, Thus expedition will be secured and expense 
d. Under the old system four hearings are possible 
nd three are frequent. Take the case of a clergyman 
larged with the offence of wearing an unlawful vest- 
Ment. ‘There may be first a commission of in- 
Miry to determine whether there is a prima facie 
Then the cause may be heard in the 
esan court, from which there is an appeal 
the Court of Arches, whence again there is an 
ppeal to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
bh practice the hearing in the diocesan court is dis 
msed with, and the case is sent by “ letters of request” 
fonce to the Court of Arches. Even then, if the cause 
rosecuted to the end, there are three hearings, the 
scond of which, at all events, seems superfluous. Under 
snew system two hearings and no more are possible. 
& legal point of view this is a great improvement, and 
2 only objection which can be raised against it is the 
one that it will render the prosecution of 
anders easier and more effectual. But while, under 
® new system Justice will pursue the offenders 
Binst the law with a step less tardy than before, 
® persons who can set the machinery of justice in 
tion are carefully limited, andit rests entirely with the 
Shop to determine whether the complaint of a prose- 
or shall be attended to. At present anybody who is 
Bpleased with the practices of a clergyman may “ pro- 
te the office” of the bishop. In Martin v. Mackonochie 
promoter was a stranger to the parish of St. Alban’s. 
mt under the new Act the complainants must either be 
i archdeacon, a churchwarden, or three parishioners 


a 





who have signed the declaration of churchmanship con- 
tained in schedule A. of thé Act. If, therefore, the pro- 
cess is swifter than under the Church Discipline Act, the 
chance of proceedings being taken is diminished. This 
is a consideration which ought to calm the exaggerated 
apprehensions of the party in the Church against whom, 
according to the Prime Minister, the Act is chiefly 
directed. 

It is impossible at this moment to make any trust- 
worthy prediction as to the effect of the Act. Probabl:- 
the two great questions of the legality of the eastward 
position during the prayer of consecration at the com- 
munion service, and of the eucharistic vestments, will be 
brought before Lord Penzance at an early date. In deal- 
ing with them, however, he will doubtless, like the Dean 
of Arches, feel bound by the decision of the Privy 
Council in Hebbert v. Purchas, and, like the Dean, will 
leave the Privy Council to overrule, if they think fit, their 
former decision. Upon these two points, as upon many 
others, such as the legality of lighted candles and wafer 
bread, no court inferior to the Privy Council can now 
pronounce an independent opinion. Lord Penzance will, 
no doubt, feel just as much bound by the decisions of 
the Court of Appeal as did Sir R. Phillimore in the recent 
case of Martin v. Mackonochie (2nd suit) ; and we doubt 
if any new question of ceremonial law will be brought 
before him. 

Upon the whole it appears to us that much unneces- 
sary excitement has been caused by the passing of the 
Act. “The rights, privileges, and duties of the clergy,” 
says Mr. Brooke in his useful little treatise on the Act, 

‘are not changed in any respect. The pulpit is not 
touched, and the clergy retain all the liberty of thought 
and expression they have hitherto enjoyed. The aim of 
the Act is to shorten and cheapen procedure in matters 
appertaining to the ornaments of the church and 
ministers, and to the performance of divine service.” 
Such being its limited scope, it certainly seems to a legal 
observer that the indignation of the Ritualistic clergy, 
and the exultation of their opponents are alike ex- 
aggerated and uncalled for. 





A JOURNAL DEVOTED TO RAILWAY MATTERS last week ex- 
pressed an opinion that some of the recent decisions of 
the Railway Commissioners are of a nature to excite 
apprehension, and went so far as to add that the recent 
“decision against the Burton brewers” amounts to an 
“application of communism to railway enterprise,” and 
that “its enforcement by a tribunal from which there is 
no appeal is, to. say the least, a startling innovation.” 
We presume that by the decision “ against”’ the Burton 
po go our contemporary refers to Thompson v. London 
and North-Western Railway Company (19 S. J. 439), 
which would have been more properly styled a decision 
in favour of one set of Burton brewers against another. 
The facts were somewhat complicated, but may be 
shortly put thus. Thecomplainants were Burton brewers; 
so alsu were Messrs. Truman & Co. and Cooper & Co. The 
defendants were carriers to and from Burton; so also were 
the Midland Railway Company. The Midland Company 
excused Truman & Co. and Cooper & Co. certain carting 
and loading charges which they made to all other Burton 
brewers, the complainants included, and the defendants, 
“in their own interests as carriers, and for the sake of 
maintaining competition,” followed suit. The excused 
charges were excused by the Midland because the services 
for which, if performed by the company’s servants, the 
charges might have been made were in fact performed by 
the servants of Truman & Co. and Cooper & Co., who had 
special sidings of their own. These special sidings might 
have been, but were not, used by the defendants, whojthus 
came to be in the position of carting and loading for 
Truman & Co.and Cooper & Co. for nothing, for the sake of 
maintaining a competition. The Railway Commissioners 
ordered an injunction to issue for the discontinuance - of 
this undue preference, and the decision appears tou to 
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be unimpeachably correct. It is plainly an advantage 
to have one’s carting and loading done for nothing; so 
that there was a preference. This being so, the burden 
was on the defendants to show that it was not undue 
(per Willes, J., in Nicholson v. Great Western Railway 
Company, 5 C. B. N. 8. 431). And they attempted to 
sustain the burden by showing that another company 
(not before the court) had shown a preference prima facie 
undue also, or, if not undue, only to be defended under a 
state of circumstances not existing in their own case. They 
wished to compete for a traffic which they asserted to 
belong as naturally to themselves as to the Midland Rail- 
way Company. Now, the traffic seemed properly to belong 
to the Midland “for the simple reason that the breweries 
and the Midland Railway station are contiguous ;’’ the 
local relation ‘of the Midland to the traffic was such in fact 
that they must have the preference, and if another com- 
pany under such circumstances aim at diverting that 
traffic into their own channels, we agree with the commis- 
sioners in thinking “that the interests of third parties 
ought not to be sacrificed in the pursuit.” ‘It is abun- 
dantly clear,’ said Cockburn, C.J., in Baxendale’s case (5 
C. B.N.S.336), “from the statutory enactments which en- 
join on railway companies the obligation to afford accom- 
modation on equal and reasonable terms, that it was not 
the intention of the Legislature to leave to railway com- 
panies the unfettered exercise of their rights as pro- 
prietors of their respective lines.” 

So much for the particular case which has given so 
rauch umbrage to the Railway News. It would not have 
been necessary to add anything more if our contemporary 
had not thought proper to refer to certain parliamentary 
utterances made during the passage of the Act of 1873 
through the House of Commons, to the effect that the 
power to revise rates amounted to confiscation, that the 
commission would be a Star Chamber, and that the Bull 
would “ sap the value of railway property to its founda- 
tion.” These terrible denunciations may perhaps have 
been levelled at the “ through rates ”’ portion of the Bill 
—which however was “ merely an expanded expression ”’ 
o? the Act of 1854 (Report of Amalgamation Committee, 
1872, p. xliii.). If, however, they were intended to apply 
to the enactment under which the “ Burton decision” 
proceeded—which follows verbatim section 2 of the Act 
of 1854—they were oddly at variance with certain expres- 
sions of Lord Campbell during the debate upon that 
measure in the House of Lords. “This clause,” he said, 
and he twice repeated the criticism, “ enacts this and no 
more, that railway companies ought to conduct their 
business according to the rules of honesty and morality.” 
No doubt Lord Campbell was thinking of the “ equality 
clause,” which, after. having found a place in every spe- 
cial railway Act passed since 1842, was applied generally 
by section 90 of the Railways Clauses Act of 1845, and of 
which the 2nd section of the Act of 1854, so far as re- 
gards “ undue preference,” is but an “‘ expanded expres- 
sion.” 





THAT A LIQUIDATING DEBTOR should give some equivalent 
for his discharge, so that the process of the court should 
not be used merely for the purpose of “ whitewashing,” 
seems to be accordant both with principle and authority. 
In Ex parte Ash (16 8.J. 574) it was held by Mr. Regis- 
trar Roche, sitting as Chief Judge, that resolutions in 
favour of liquidation by arrangement ought not to be 
registered where, on the debtor’s own showing, he had no 
assets to be administered. The learned registrar ob- 
served, “It is quite clear to my mind that the Legislature 
never intended that a debtor who has not a single far- 
thing for his creditors should avail himself of the pro- 
visions of the bankruptcy law.” And in Ex parte Sir 
W. Russell (L. R. 10 Ch. 255) the Court of Appeal 
held that, where a debtor had practically no assets, 
except bis half-pay as an officer in the army, and his 
creditors resolved on a liquidation, and granted him an 
immediate discharge upon the terms of his covenanting to 
pay over to the trustee the excess of his income, from any 





source, above a sum much larger than his half-pay (thus, 
in effect, freeing his half-pay from the claims of the 
creditors), the resolutions must be taken to have been 
passed solely in the interest of the debtor, and could not 
bind the dissentient creditors. In Ex parte Elworthy, 
before the Chief Judge on Monday last, a debtor had 
filed a liquidation petition, and his creditors had at their 
first and second meetings unanimously agreed to accept 
a composition of threepence in the pound. When the 
resolutions were presented for registration no creditor 
opposed, but the registrar refused to register them, on 
the ground that there were “no available assets for dis. 
tribution among the creditors.’ The debts amounted to 
£130 ; the assets were only £7. The Chief Judge, how. 
ever, held that, as all the requirements of the Act and 
the Rules had been complied with, the resolutions must 
be registered. According to this decision it would appear 
that by the offer to, and acceptance by, the creditors 
present at the meetings of a composition of merely 
nominal amount the salutary rule in La parte Ash may 
be evaded. 





WE Took occasion some time ago (anfe, p. 349) to call 
attention to the increasing prevalence of the practice of 
employing unpaid commissioners to assist in the transac. 
tion of criminal business at the assizes. Mr. Bristowe 
afterwards moved in the House of Commons for a return, 
for the years 1873, 1874, and part of 1875, showing the 
duration of the several circuits in England and Wales, 
and the number of days on which unpaid commissioners 
sat for the trial of prisoners or causes during such 
circuits respectively. This return has just been printed 
and will be found to bear out our observations. Taking 
the Home Circuit first, it appears that in 1873 no unpaid 
commissioners sat; in 1874 they sat on six days at the 
Spring and five days at the Summer Assizes, while at the 
recent Spring Assizes they sat on eight days. On the 
Northern Circuit there was but one day in 1873, but in 
1874 the days of sitting had increased to seventeen. The 
commissioners sat on four days at the recent assizes, but 
a note appended to the table informs us that the table 
gives only the number of days on which unpaid commis. 
sioners sat for trial of causes. “They sat far oftener 
for trial of prisoners.” On the Oxford Circuit the days 


’ were four in 1873 and twenty-one in 1874. On the West- 


ern Circuit (excluding the days a commissioner sat in the 
absence of one of the assize judges) the figures are ten 
days in 1873 and seven days in 1874, but at the recent 
assizes commissioners sat on ten days. Of the other four 
circuits, three show no noteworthy results, but on the 
Midland Circuit the figures are very remarkable. In 1873 
unpaid commissioners sat on fourteen days at the Spring 
Assizes; in 1874 they sat twelve days at the Spring, six- 
teen at the Summer, and two days at the Winter Assizes, 
thirty days in all; and at the last Spring Assizes the 
sittings amounted to no fewer that twenty-two days. 





WE rererReED a short time ago (ante, p. 569) to a 
pamphlet written by a county court judge against the 
reversal of one of his decisions by the learned Vice- 


Chancellor whose duty it was to review it. We do not 
know whether this production had then been actually 
issued to the public or not; if it had, the writer has since 
amended his bill by adding the Law Reports and our- 
selves as defendants, and he has served us with a copy of 
the bill as amended. We have been advised not to put 
in a voluntary answer, but rather to state the whole issue 
on a demurrer. This, however, is no reason why we 
should not point out that there are considerable 
differences between the amended and the unamended 
point; the tone against the chief defendant is more 
temperate, and the wider issue of an amendment in the 
law of county court appeals generally is more prominent, 
if indeed it does not now appear for the first time. The 
learned county court judge seems to have thought that 
in our previous remarks we were venturing to give him 
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glesson. We merely expressed an opinion that a judge 
gught not to write pamphlets against the court appointed 
as the tribunal of appeal from his judgments. Our re- 
marks applied of course with greater force to the original 

phlets but they apply, and we repeat them with re- 
ference to the pamphlet as it now stands. Nor can we 


see that the circumstances referred to by the writer of 
his length of service, or his age, have any kearing on the 
general question cf the advisability of pelting a superior 
judge with pamphlets he is unable to notice. 








CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE OF ACT OF 
BANKRUPTCY. 


Tur comfort afforded by the final judgment of the Full 
Court of Appealin Ex parte Villars, Re Rogers (22 W.R. 
603, L. R. 9 Ch. 432), to execution creditors, harassed by 
many adverse authorities, in attempting to avail them- 
selves of judgments against insolvent debtors for sums 
above £50, will, under circumstances of not uncommon 
occurrence, be rather diminished when a late decision of 
Bacon, C.J.. in Ha parte Dawe, Re Husband (23 W. R. 
$84, L. R. 19 Eq. 438), is cited against them. It will be 
remembered that the first-named case established the 
tight of a judgment creditor to the proceeds of a seizure 
and sale of goods for a debt exceeding £50 after those 
eds had been held by the sheriff for the fourteen 
days prescribed in section 87 of the Bankruptcy Act of 
1869 without notice of a petition in bankruptcy, although 
such petition were filed within a year afterwards. In “x 
wte Dawe the execution creditor had two judgments 
against a trader debtor, each for a sum of more than £50. 
Under judgment No. 1 the sheriff seized on the 5th of 
September and sold on the 17th. Under No. 2 he seized 
on the 23rd of September and sold on the 29th. The 
proceeds of No. 1 were paid to him on the 13th of Octo- 
; those of No. 2 on the 15th of October. The Chief 
Judge thought Ha parte Villars inapplicable, and that 
the question before him was “ whether a creditor who had 
notice of a prior act of bankruptcy can retain the pro- 
ceeds of his execution against the other creditors,’ and his 
honour said—“ Here the execution creditor can properly 
retain the proceeds of his first execution. But when, 
having sold the debtor’s goods under the first execution 
on the 17th of September, he on the 23rd of September 
seized other goods of the debtor under a second execution 
for a debt of more than £50, he must have done so with 
notice of the prior act of bankruptcy, and the fruits of 
his second execution cannot be retained as against the 
other creditors.” 

It does not seem quite so clear as the learned 
jadge appears to have thought it that Lx parte Villars 
could be altogether laid aside as an authority enabling 
the creditor to retain the moneys realized by the second 
execution. Were “ goods of any trader” taken in ex- 
ecution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceeding 
450 and sold, and did the sheriff retain the proceeds for 
fourteen days without notice of a bankruptcy petition, so 
4 to bring the case within section 87? This question 
must be answered in the affirmative upon the facts, unless 
the goods seized had become no longer those of the 
debtor, but, by relation back, under section 11, to the 
prior act of bankruptcy, the property of the trustee. If 
the goods were those of the trader surely the creditor 
became entitled to the proceeds, all other conditions of 
Section 87 having been fulfilled ? But, under the circum- 
stances, did the doctrine of relation back to a prior act 
of bankruptcy defeat the creditor's right to the goods ? 
Bection 95 declares that certain transactions shall be 
valid, notwithstanding any prior act of bankruptcy ; inter 

ia (sub-section 3) “any execution . . . against the 
Goods of any bankrupt, executed in good faith by seizure 
and sale before the date of the order of adjudication, if 

person on whose account such execution was issued 
had not, at the time of the same being executed by 
and sale, notice of any act of bankruptcy com. 





mitted by the bankrupt and availabie against him for 
adjudication.” The learned Chief Judge seems to have 
gone upon a general principle of bankruptcy law that 
when an execution creditor has notice of an act of bank- 
ruptcy “ before he levies his execution ’’ he cannot retain 
the goods as against the other creditors. His honour 
continued—* That provision is re-enacted by the statute 
now in force’’—referring, we presume, to section 95. 
Be it so. But then we venture to ask whether it 
is quite clear that this creditor must be considered 
to have had notice of a prior act of bankruptcy 
such as that to which the learned judge referred, 
and which is defined in section 6, sub-section 5, as 
being “that execution issued against the debtor on 
any legal process for the purpose of obtaining payment 
of not less than £50 has, in the case of a trader, been 
levied by seizure and sale of his goods.’ No doubt the 
execution creditor must be taken to have had notice of a 
seizure and sale when he actually received the proceeds of 
the first levy. But it was not found as a fact in the case 
that the creditor had personal knowledge that a sale had 
been made at the time he isswed the second execution ; and 
Ramsey v. Eaton (10 M. & W. 22), cited in argument, 
and also Ex parte Schulte, In re Mataule (22 W. R. 462, 
L. R. 9 Ch. 409), furnish authority for saying that notice 
to the sheriff's officer in possession under an execution of 
an act of bankruptcy is not notice to the creditor. (See 
also Robson on Bankruptcy, 2nd ed., p. 470.) As Parke,B., 
pointed out in the former case, “ the sheriff is the officer 
of the court, and bound to obey the writ, and is not, in 
point of law, the agent of the party who sues it out. If 
the Legislature had intended that notice to the sheriff or — 
his bailiff should have the same effect as a notice to the 
party suing out the execution they should have expressed 
themselves plainly” (p. 27). The Legislature have done 
so expressly in section 87 with regard to notice of a pe- 
tition for adjudication, which, if served upon the sheriff 
within fourteen days after the seizure and sale, will dis- 
entitle the creditor to the proceeds thereof; but we find 
no provision that notice to the sheriff of a prior act of 
bankruptcy is notice to the creditor. Then why, it may be 
asked, must this execution creditor be held to have known 
of the first sale at the time of issuing the second execu- 
tion? Knowledge of the seizure would not do. The act 
of bankruptcy in question must be a seizure and sale. 
Was the creditor bound to presume the existence of 
goods available for seizure and sale, or that, if goods 
existed, the sheriff could sell them within a particular 
time ? 

It may be suggested, in answer to this, that, having 
initiated a proceeding which, in the usual course of events, 
would lead to a sale, and knowing that a sufficient 
time had elapsed to enable a sale to be made under the 
first execution, the execution creditor ought to be fixed 
with notice of the natural result, of his course of 
action. The conclusion that the trustee was entitled to 
the proceeds of the second execution may, perhaps, be 
defended upon this ground, but we have some difficulty 
in discovering such a doctrine in the words of the Act. 
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INDEMNITY FOR COSTS OF PRIOR LITI- 


GATION., 
II. 


Ir 1s pointed out by Parke, B., in Penley v. Watts (7 
M. & W. 601), that a lessee who wishes to secure to 
himself a remedy over for costs incurred in defending 
an action on a covenant in the original lease should pro- 
cure a contract of indemnity from his under-lessee. 
“This is not,” he says, “a contract of indemnity. If it 
were, the defendants would be responsible unless they 
had put themselves into the same condition as the 
plaintiffs, and saved them from all harm, and, amongst 
other things, from the costs of the action brought against 
them; and if the plaintiffs had desired to be so secured 
they might have made themselves safe by taking a 
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covenant of indemnity against any breach of the covenant 
in the original lease, and then they might have recovered 
their costs; Scott v. Duffield (3 T. R. 364) is an 
authority for that.” Of such a covenant, with such con- 
sequences, we have an instance in Smith v. Howell (6 
Ex. 730), which case is also an authority that such a 
covenant only covers costs “necessarily and reusonably 
incurred ;” and Scott v. Duffield (3 T. R. 364), Jones v. 
Williams (7 M. & W. 493), and Ibbett v. De la Salle (6 
H. &N. 233), are similar instances of covenants to in- 
demnify against other kinds of claims giving the indem- 
nified party the like right to recover his costs of defence 
(see also what is said by Lord Ellenborough in Sparkes 
v. Martindale, 8 East, 593). In Hastie v. De Peyster 
(3 Caines, 190) a policy of reinsurance was treated as 
onthe footing of a contract of indemnity, for the pur- 
pose of making the reinsurer liable, after notice, for the 
costs of defending an action on the original policy; but 
the judgment is very slenderly reasoned, and the case 
cannot be relied on as an authority. Suppose, as in 
frequently the case, there were several re-insurers ? The 
same rule was extended, in Kemp v. Findon (12 M. & W. 
421), to the case of contribution between co-sureties ; 
but it is difficult to see why; inasmuch as such an obli- 
gation does not belong to a simple contract of 
guarantee (Pierce v. Williams, 23 L. J. Ex. 322), nor to 
that sort of suretyship which exists between the indorser 
and the acceptor of a bill of exchange (Dawson v. Morgan, 
9 B. & C. 618), nor even, as we have already seen, be- 
tween the drawer and accommodation acceptor. 

It seems difficult to reconcile with the principle of 
these cases the decisionsin Smith v. Compton (3 B. & Ad. 
407) and Rolph v. Crouch (16 W. R. 252, L. R. 3 Ex. 44), 
where, on a mere covenant for title, the plaintiff 
was held entitled to recover his costs of defence to an 
action by the true owner, and the doubt and hesitation 
expressed by two of the learned judges in the latter case 
seem to be well warranted. These decisions place a 


mere covenant for title, which is in effect a warranty 
of title, on the same footing with a covenant of indem- 
nity. Smith v. Compton has, however, been accepted for 
many years as law, and the ground of decision is 
perhaps to be looked for in the remark of Park, J., “On 
the strength of the covenant in this case the covenantee 


was justified in acting as if he had a good title. If he 
defended an action, it was the consequence of your 
covenant.” A warranty is an undertaking that a thing is 
as stated, or in other words an assurance that the thing is 
s0, with an undertaking to be answerable for the con- 
sequences of its being otherwise; and the assurance is 
taken as entitling the holder, as against the giver of the 
warranty, to assume that the assurance is correct until it 
is plainly shown, or ought in reason to have been dis- 
covered, that it is otherwise. It is on this footing only 
that such cases as (Lewis v. Pedke 7 Taunt. 153) and 
Pennell v. Woodburn (7 C. & P. 117) can be supported, 
where the purchaser, in the one case of a warranted 
horse, in the other of a picture warranted to be a Claude, 
was held entitled to recover the costs of defending an 
action brought by a person to whom he had sold with 
the like warranty. The same principle may be held to 
govern Mainwaring v. Brandon (8 Taunt. 202) where a 
merchant recovered against his broker the costs of de- 
fending an action by a purchaser for the inferior quality 
of goods sent in reliance on the broker’s having fulfilled 
his instructions in ordering them. 

This principle is important because it explains what 
seern at first sight extreme decisions to the effect that, 
under the implied warranty of agency, the person deal- 
ing with the assumed agent can recover against him the 
costs incurred in chancery proceedings taken to enforce 
the performance of the coutract which he has affected 
to make, up to the time when the non-existence of the 
assumed authority became manifest or the representa- 
tion of authority was withdrawn. ‘This rule is too well 
established to be now questioned (Randall vy. T'rimen, 18 
©, B, 786; Collin v. Wright, 8. & B. 627; Hughes v. 





Graeme, 12 W. R. 857; Spedding v. Nevill, L. Ru 
4C. P. 218; Godwin v. Francis, L. R. 5 C. P. 295), buts 
it appears to carry consequential damage to an extreme: 
limit, for the repudiation of authority by the alleged 
principal might reasonably be held to put the plaintiff 
upon such inquiry as would throw upon him the respon- 
sibility of electing whether he should insist on attempt. 
ing to enforce his supposed rights, and, considering how 
much the question of agency is a matter of law, it 
might fairly be contended that, at least when the facts, 
are known to him, he takes his own risk as to their 
legal effect. 

The cases now observed upon appear to establish two 
rules :—First, that where there is an express contract of 
indemnity, the indemnified person may recover the 
reasonable costs of litigation from which he ought to 
have been preserved by the person contracting to indem- 
nify him. Second, that where a representation amount« 
ing to a warranty of a particular state of facts is made,. 
the person holding that warranty is entitled to act upon 
it until it is disproved or withdrawn, or might in reason 
be known to be untrue, and may recover against the 
person making it the reasonable costs of litigation in-. 
curred on the faith of the warranty. 

Thirdly, although no right to indemnity or contribu.. 
tion can exist as between wilful tort feasors, yet a right 
to indemnity is implied when one person, at the request. 
or by the direction of another, and in the assertion of an 
alleged right in him, does an act in the bond fide exercise 
of that alleged right which, the right not existing, ex 
poses him to an action; and this implied indemnity 
covers costs of litigation. Such an indemnity has been 
implied in the case of wharfingers refusing to deliver 
goods (Betts v. Gibbins, 2 A. & E.57) ; auctioneers selling 
goods (Adamson v. Jarvis, 4 Bing. 66) ; brokers distrain« 
ing (Toplis v. Grane, 5 Bing. N. C. 636, where, however, 
there were special circumstances), sheriffs where specially 
directed (Humphreys v. Pratt, 5 Bligh. N. S. 154); @ 
manufacturer employed to brand with a false trade mark, 
goods made by him for the defendant (Dixon v. Fawcusy 
9 W. R. 414); and a person in possession of goods, the 
right to which was in dispute, delivering them to one of 
the claimants (Dugdale v. Lovering, 23 W. R. 391, 
L, R. 10 C. P, 196). 

Fourthly, if a person has incurred a liability in conse 
quence of another’s default, and the defaulting party 
requests him to defend an action arising out of that 
liability, the person so defending will be entitled to 
recover his costs of litigation, and is dispensed from the 
necessity of showing that his defence wasreasonable: Howes 
v. Martin (1 Esp. 162), Williams v. Burnell (1 C. B. 
402), Blyihy. Smith (5 M. & G. 405), of which last case 
it may be said that, but for the way in which the point 
was raised, it is very doubtful whether a request would 
have been inferred. 

Fifthly, where, by the defendant’s breach of duty, the 
plaintiff is hindered in the exercise of any rights of 
person or property, and is compelled to take legal pro- 
ceedings for their recovery, he is entitled to recover the 
costs he has been thus necessarily put to; as in Hender- 
son v. Squire (17 W.R. 579, L. R. 4 Q. B. 170), and 
Bramley v. Chesterton (2 C. B. N. 8. 592), to recover 
possession of land let by the plaintiff to the defendant, 
and which was, at the expiration of the tenancy, in the oc~ 
cupation of a third person, who refused to deliver up 
possession; and in Mowall v. Barnett (2 B. & B. 928), to 
regain possession of his liberty from imprisonment on @ 
false charge made by the defendant. On the other hand 
the costs must be strictly necessary for the purpose, not 
merely incidental to it (Holloway v. T'urner, 6 Q. B. 926), 
and it seems doubtful whether, even to the limited extent 


to which costs; incurred by the landlord's inability to’ 


fulfil a contract to give possession to a third person, 
were allowed in Bramley v. Chesterton (2 0. B. N. 8. 
592), that case can be supported. 

Sixthly, however, in cases where through the defend- 
ont's default in meeting an obligation which, as between 
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himself and the plaintiff, he ought to meet, the plaintiff 
js exposed to an action, but where, the case being one in 
which a defence ought not to be made, the plaintiff 
would not be entitle? to the costs of defending, he is 
still entitled to recover those costs which he could not 
avoid, that is, the costs of writ: Beech v. Jones (5 C. B. 
696), Penley v. Watts (7 M. & W. 691), Pierce v. Wil- 
liams (23 L. J. Ex. 322). 

But on the other hand in no case, except one falling 
under the fourth head, will the plaintiff be entitled to 
recover costs incurred in an unreasonable litigation. 
Nor can he recover costs incurred in litigation arising 
out of-a distinct contract of his own, only because the 
contract was rendered necessary by the defendant’s 
default, or because, but for the defendant’s default, it 
would not have subjected him to liability, although it 
may have been in his own interests reasonable to carry 
on the litigation. 

It remains to say a few words upon the qnestion, how 
far the right of the plaintiff to recover costs is affected 
by notice of the litigation to the defendant. The effects 
of notice are of two kinds. First, it may be used as a 
ground for the inference that the defendant in the second 
action has requested the defendant in the first action 
to carry on the litigation, or has assented to his doing 
so. Mere silence in reply to such a notice has been 
sometimes treated as equivalent to such a request, so as 
to entitle to the recovery of costs (Blyth v. Smith, 5 M. 
&G. 405; Rolph v. Crouch, 16 W. R. 252, L. R. 3 Ex. 
44), but this is a very doubtful inference. But as a 
step in showing or inferring a request it is of practical 
importanee. Secondly, and this is its most direct func- 
tion, notice to a person who would without the notice 


 beliable over to the notifying party will, especially if 


coupled with the offer of the defence to him, operate as a 
kind of estoppel on him against questioning the liability 
of the notifying party as defendant in the first action, or 
the reasonableness of the course pursued by him, or the 
amount of the costs incurred in the defence, and which 
that defendant now seeks to recover against the person 
notified (Smith v. Compton, 3 B. & Ad. 407; Sparkes 
vy. Martindale, 8 East, 593; Scott v. Duffield, 3 T. R. 
874). 

There is no authority for saying that notice will 
create a liability to answer for costs incurred in a prior 
action if, without notice, no such liability would have 
existed; and in point of reason there is nothing to show 
why it should. 








Spectal Correspondence. 


——— 


Taytor v. Gintorr. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, ] 

Sir,—The results which follow the decision of Vice- 
Chancellor Hall in this case are of such importance that 
it-deserves most careful consideration. 

The Vice-Chancellor decided that where a lessee who 
had agreed to grant an underlease became bankrupt, and 
his trustee disclaimed the lease, a court of equity 
Would not enforce the agreement against the lessor. 
This I take to be tho effect of the decision, although the 
Vice-Chancellor, perhaps, left in some doubt the question 
What the court would do where the terms of the pro- 
posed underlease were to be identical with those of the 

1 lease. 
he reason of the decision appears to be the hardship 
of enforcing such an agreement against the lessor, and 
%putting him in a position entirely different from that 
in which he intended to be. 

T submit the question should be, In what position did 
the Bankruptcy Act intend to place him ? 

- Clearly, in such cases there may be a hardship on the 
lessor; the statute recognizes the possibility of its opera- 
tion producing hardship, and gives a right of proof to 





persons injured by it; and #f hardship is to govern the 
decision, it is easy to suppose cases of equal hardship 
upon sub-tenants or incumbrancers. 

Then what has the statute said? That a disclaimed 
lease is to be deemed surrendered. Now, had such 
surrender been by act of parties, it is beyond question 
that the lessor would have been bound to give effect to 
agreements for tenancies, &c., of which he had notice. 
He could not acquire an estate and destroy the charges 
on it. 

There seems nothing in the statute to enable him to 
do so. The trustee could only disclaim the estate which 
the bankrupt had, being an estate charged with under- 
tenancies. How are these displaced by the act of the 
man, who was bound by them, in favour of another man 
who had notice of them? It is singular if the trustee, 
who, should he accept the lease, is bound by them, has, 
by rejecting the lease, power to destroy them. 

If hardship is to govern the decisions under the sec- 
tion, we must in each case balance the hardships on the 
landlord against those on the under-tenants and incum- 
brancers, and shall ever be in doubt and uncertainty. 

Imagine a heavy premium paid on an agreement for an 
underlease, or a lease deposited with a bank to secure a 
balance owing, which left no margin of value to the 
bankrupt’s estate. Is it possible that the act of the 
trustee claiming under the bankrupt can destroy the 
tights so created by the bankrupt ? 

Following logically the Vice-Chancellor’s decision, 
there is no other conclusion to be arrived at than that 
the disclaimer by a trustee sweeps away every equity by 
which the lease was bound, and if this be so, it cannot 
be too generally known. : 

I can hardly think that such disclaimer would destroy 
an actual underlease. Ought there to be a different 
construction of the Act by courts of law and equity ? 

7, Walbrook, June 30. J. AppISON, 








Recent Decisions. 


COMMON LAW. 
Actio Personatis Moritur cum Persona. 


Bradshaw v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Com- 
pany, C.P., 23 W. R. 310, L. R. 10 C. P. 189. 

When Potter v. Metropolitan Railway Company (30 
L. T. N. S. 765) went up to the Exchequer Chamber the 
‘point was rather given up as too plain for argument than 
decided, that the right to sue for breach of contract does 
not die with the person, and that it is therefore no answer 
to aclaim for damages for personal injuries caused by 
the negligence of a person who had contracted to use 
reasonable care that the person injured has died from 
the effect of the injuries. It is really impossible to see 
any distinction between that case and the present one : 
in both the executor sued for damages caused to the 
deceased through breach of the defendants’ engagement 
to carry him carefully. The principle was long since 
settled by Anight v. Quarles (4 Moore, 532), and has 
never since been questioned; and the difficulty seems 
only to have arisen from the fact that an action for neg- 
ligence is ordinarily thought of as, and is very often in 
the form of, an action in tort, to which kind of action 
only the maxim applies. On this latter point it may be 
worth while to refer to the singular case of Osborne v. 
Gillett (21 W. R. 409, L. R. 8 Ex. 88), commented on 17 
8. J. 264. 








At the Midsummer Commencements which took place 
on Wednesday last in the University of Dublin, the 
honorary degree of LL.D. was conferred upon Mr, Alexander 
Edward Miller, Q.C. of the English bar, and Mr. Heary 
Muloch Pilkington of the Irish bar, It will be recollected 
that both these gentlemen were among the candidates for 
the representation of the University at the late vacancy, 
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Rebhtews. 


THE INTERPRETATION OF STATUTES. 


On tHe INTERPRETATION oF Srarutes. By Sir Perer 
Benson Maxwe tt, late Chief Justice of the Straits 
Settlements. Maxwell & Son. 


Dwarris on Statutes bears date 1848, and Sedgwick on 
the Interpretation and Application of Statutory and Con- 
stitutional Law—a work but little known in this country 
—was published in 1857. It is curious that a field so 
important should be so little occupied, and we are in- 
clined to agree with the modest expression in the preface 
to the present work that its appearance will not be “in- 
opportune.” It is also a merit to be noticed at the out- 
set that the author has compressed his remarks into 458 
pages. We shall see presently that even greater com- 
pression might have been used, but looking to the 950 
pages of Dwarris and the 700 pages of Sedgwick—both 
of whom, however, have dealt with the history of the 
subject—we are glad to call attention to the moderation 
of their successor. 

To come to the more serious question of how our 
author has performed his task. He has, we think, pre- 
sented in fair order “ the leading principles ”’ of interpre- 
tation. We find thirteen chapters, each containing three 
or four sections a-piece, the headings of which direct us 
to “ Implied repeal of penal acts"’ (p. 148), “ Presumption 
against injustice and absurdity” (p. 179), “ Retrospective 
operation ” (p. 190), “‘ When imperative and when direc- 
tory” (p. 330), and other well-known cruces of in- 
terpretation. The authorities are in general tersely 
abstracted, and the meaning of the writer is clearly 
expressed. On the important question of ‘“Im- 
perative or directory’’ we read, with some surprise, that 
“no rule can be laid down beyond the general one, that 
it depends on the scope and object of the enactment.” 
Surely it would have been well to notice, even if only to 
reject, the rule laid down by Tindal, C.J., in Pearse v. 
Morrice (2 A. & E. 94) that a “ clause is directory where 
the provisions contain mere matter of direction and nothing 
more.” Learse v. Morrice is cited at p. 190, but no men- 
tion appears to be made of the rule. At a subsequent 
page, however (p. 333), we find the following, which we 
extract as a specimen of our author’s powers of generaliza- 
tion and expression. After mentioning that “ the reports 
are full of cases’’ on the point, he says :— 


“When powers and privileges are granted, subject to 
compliance with certain regulations or conditions, it 
seems in general not contrary to justice or policy to 
exact a rigorous observance of them, and it is therefore 
probable that such an observance was deemed essential by 
the Legislature. But when a public duty is imposed, and 
the statute requires that it shall be performed in a certuin 
manver or within a certain time, it is difficult to believe 
that the Legislature intended the injustice and incon- 
venience to others which would result if the act to be done 
were of no legal validity unless the directions of the 
statute were strictly observed.” 


This is the best example we can find of the statement 
of principles. One of the principles of implied repeal is 
also well stated at p. 151, and the author has happily 
availed himself of the recent case of Benjamin v. Storr 
(22 W. R. 631, L. R. 9 C. P. 400, which was, however, 
not decided upon a statute) to distinguish between in- 
dictable and actionable nuisances, 

But the same firm grasp is not preserved throughout. 
We select the following as the worst instance of loss of 
tone which we have been able to light upon. Under 
the heading “ Presumption against intention to alter the 
law’’ we read (p. 77) that “ with few exceptions a guilty 
mind is an essential element of a breach of a penal law.” 
This no person will dispute, and what we wish for infor- 
mation upon is what was the reason for the exceptions. 
It is bardly satisfactory to be told that “ this presump- 
tion is of little weight where a different intention is to 





be inferred from other considerations.” From a writer 
who aims at being something more than a mere collector 
of cases, we should have expected more than the 
commonplace of text-books “Thus where,” &c., citi 
Fitzpatrick v. Kelly (21 W. R. 681, L. R. 8 Q. B. 337) 
and Reg. v. Stephens (14 W. R. 859, L. R. 1 Q. B. 792), 

To pass from principles to illustrations. A neat table 
of statutes with a short title following each (¢.g., 47 Geo, 
3, c. 68, Coals) will be a very useful guide to the practi. 
tioner, but facility of reference might have been further 
aided by repeating in the foot-note the titles of the 
statutes referred to as illustrations, and in every case 
excluding all but familiar titles from the text. The 
substance of each decision appears to be generally clearly 
expressed. The chief fault we have to find with the 
illustrations is that there are too many of them. Thus, 
one or two illustrations would have been sufficient to 
point out how statutes have not in general a retrospec. 
tive operation, but we have two or three pages of them 
(pp. 190—193), and when we come to the more import. 
ant question of exceptions to the rule, which is on the 
whole adequately treated (pp. 196—201), we are disap. 
pointed to find that the author has contented himself 
with chronicling rather than criticising certain conflicting 
decisions (see Reg. v. Mill, at p.195, Wright v. Hale, at p, 
201). The illustration of Roberts v. Humphreys (L. R. 
8 Q. B. 483) is doubly incomplete; the doubt there raised 
is not attempted to be solved, and the subsequent statu- 
tory solution of it by the Licensing Act, 1874, is not 
alluded to, although the work plainly went to press ata 
very recent date, for our author has been so diligent as 
to notice Vine v. Leeds Justices (Q. B. H. T. 1875). 

We have already said that the table of statutes is well 


done, and that decisions upon too many rather than too ' 


few statutes are cited. To some readers, no doubt, this 
is hardly a fault. Those who know how easy it 
is (comparatively) to heap up cases, and how difficult it 
is to extract principles from them, will think differently, 
The index is not quite up to the average, and it would 
have been better to have had two headings for “ Maxims” 
and “ Words, meaning of,” instead of strewing particular 
words and particular maxims over each page. 

In conclusion, we think the work on the whole well 
executed, and, so far as it goes, an improvement upon 
Dwarris. But the pages of the latter author will still 
remain of much value for the information which they 
contain as to the archmology of the subject and the lez 
et consuetudo parliamenti. It seems to us a defect in 
the present work that it contains so little information of 
this kind. 








A CASUS OMISSUS FROM THE BANKRUPTCY 
RULES. 


In the case of Ebbs v. Boulnois (noticed ante, p. 610) 
another point of importance has since been decided by 
the Lords Justices, It will be remembered that the 
questions in dispute arose upon a demurrer put in to @ 
bill for specific performance. According to the state 
ments in the bill the plaintiff and his then partner filed a 
liquidation petition in June, 1871. On the 28th of June, 
1871, the joint creditors resolved upon a liquidation by 
arrangement, and granted the debtors an immediste dis- 
charge, but fixed no time for the close of the liquidation. 
Meetings of the separate creditors of the debtors were 
duly summoned, but none of those creditors attended, and 
consequently no resolution was passed by them. In Jas 
1871, the plaintiff commenced business asa builder, and 
afterwards entered into an agreement to sell to the de 
fendant the lease of a piece of land which he had ac- 
quired after the order of discharge had been granted. 
The bill was toenforce specific performance of this agree 
ment, The defendant demurred, on the ground that, 
until the close of the liquidation, all the property a0- 
quired by the plaintiff vested in the trustee appointed by 
the creditors. The Lords Justices held that the order of 
discharge freed the after-acquired property from the 
claims of the joint creditors. 
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But the question remained what were the rights of the 
intiff's separate creditors, who had not given him any 
discharge ? and the hearing of the case was adjourned for 
the purpose of ascertaining whether there were any 
te debts remaining unpaid. Upon the case coming 

on again on Friday, Jast week, it was stated that all 
the separate debts had in fact been paid, and that (if 
necessary) the bill could be amended by introducing a 
statement to that effect. But it was argued that no 
amendment was necessary, for that, upon the allegations 
of the bill as they stood, the demurrer ought to be over- 
roled, The separate creditors, it was said, having failed 


to meet at the time appointed for their first meeting, had ! 


no power afterwards to pass any resolution under the 

ition, and inasmuch as more than six months had elapsed 
since the filing of the petition, it could not be used by 
any one as an act of bankruptcy. The separate creditors, 
therefore, could have no claim to any property of the 
debtor, but were, at the most, entitled to sae him for their 


Against this it was urged that the plaintiff's separate 
rty had vested in the trustee on his appointment, 
and that nothing had since occurred to divest it. In sup- 
port of this contention the 285th rule of 1870 was strongly 
relied upon. That rule provides that ‘‘In cases of pro- 
ceedings for liquidation by arrangement or composition 
instituted by partners, separate meetings of the different 
dlasses of creditors shall be held; thus, if tho partnership 
consists of A., B., and C., a meeting of the joint creditors 
of A., B., and C. shall be ‘irst held, and separate meetings 
of the separate creditors of A., B., and C. shall be held at 
4 date or time subsequent to the meeting of the partner- 
ship creditors. The joint creditors may come to such 
resolution as they may think fit with regard to the joint 
estate. The separate creditors may also come to such 
resolution as they may think fit as regards the liquidation 
of the estate of their individual debtor, but, in the event 
oftheir determining upon his bankruptcy, or the liquida- 
tion of his estate by arrangement, they shall choose the 
same trustee, if any, as has been, or shall be, appointed 
by the joint or partnership creditors, but they may appoint 
a committee of inspection from their own body, if they 
think fit, or they may adopt the committee, it any, ap- 
pointed by the joint or partnership creditors. Inthe event 
of the separate creditors of any such debtor agreeing to 
secept a composition in cases where the joint creditors 
have resolved on a liquidation by arrangement, the assets 
of such separate debtor shall be made available by the 
trustee for or towards the payment thereof in such manner 
as the court shall direct and approve, and any surplus of 
such separate estate remaining in the hands of the trustee, 
after payment of, or provision for, such composition, and 
all proper costs incurred in connection therewith, shall be 
deemed partnership assets.” The provision, it was said, 
that the trustee shall apply the separate assets in paying 
the composition agreed upon by the separate creditors 
tvidently implies that the separate estate had vested in 
him immediately upon his appointment by the joint credi- 
tors. It will be remembered that in Ex parte Philps (23 
W. R. 230, L. R. 19 Eq. 256) the Chief Judge held that on 
the appointment of a trustee by the joint creditors under 
s liquidation petition filed by partners, the separate estate 
of each partner vests in him, and it is bis duty to ad- 
ninister the separate estate in accordance with the reso- 
lations of the separate creditors, and to carry over the 
trplus to the joint estate. 
But what happened in bbs v. Boulnois constituted, as 
Lords Justices observed, a casus omissus from the 
tales, and they said that they felt considerable difficulty 
in determining what the rights of the separate creditors 
Were in auch acase. Ultimately the court came to the 
Conclusion that the title of the plaintiff was at any rate 
too doubtfal to be forced on the purchaser, and that the 
demurrer must be allowed, with liberty to amend. Lord 
Justice Mellish said that he thought it tolerably clear that 
the appointment of the trustee by the joint creditors 
vested in him the separate as well as the joint assets, and 
carried with it the right to all property which should be 
aquired by the debtors until either the liquidation should 
be closed or they should previously obtain an order of 
disharge. The discharge given in this case by the joint 
@editors had released all the after-acquired property 





from their claims. But how could that release it from 
liability to the separate creditors? It would be very dif- 
ficult to say that the trustee would be justified in parting 
with the property until he had paid the debts of the 
separate creditors, When the separate creditors failed to 
meet and pass any resolution, the right inference probably 
was that the separate debts were of very small amount, 
and that the separate assets were enough to pay them in 
full, and, if that were so, there was no reason why the 
separate creditors should pass any resolution, since the 
trustee could not deal with the separate assets for the 
payment of the joint debts until the separate creditors 
had been paid in fall. Though there was considerable 
doubt about it, on the whole the inclination of his lordship’s 
opinion was that, upon the facts alleged in the bill, the 
plaintiff was not discharged from his separate debts, and 
his separate estate was still vested in the trustee for the 
benefit of the separate creditors. 





Putes. 


On Frmpay week, in Re The City and County Bank 
(Limited), several points of practice with regard to winding 
up petitions were decided by the Lords Justices. One was 
this, that it is not an objection in the nature of a demurrer 
to a petition presented by a shareholder that it is not averred 
in the p:tition that he has held his shares for the period of 
six months which is required by the 40th section of the 
Companies Act, 1867, to entitle a shareholder to petition. 
Another point was this—that any error in the name of the 
company in the advertisement of the petition renders the 
advertisement of no avail. In the case we refer to the com- 
pany was described in one of the advertisemen's as ‘‘ The 
City and County Banking Company (Limited),” ins'ead of 
“The City and County Bank (Limited),” which was its 
proper name, and the court held that this error rendered the 
advertisement in which it occurred null and void. A third 
point decided related to the construction of rules 2 and 53 
of the Order of the 11th of November, 1862. Rule 2 pro- 
vides that every winding-up petition ‘‘shall be advertised 
seven clear days before the hearing,” and rule 53 provides 
that ‘‘ the judge may, in such cases as he shall think fit, 
dispense with any advertisement required by these rules.” 
It was held that the court has a discretion to hear the 
petition although the advertisement has not been publéshed 
seven Clear days before the day fixed for the hearing. In Re 
The City and County Bank the advertisement appeared in the 
London Gazette of the 21st of May, the day appointed for the 
hearing being the 28th of May, and it was held that, as all 
classesof persons interested were in fact represented before the 
Vice-Chancellor at the hearing of the petition on the 28th of 
May, he had properly exercised his discretion in not requiring 


| fresh advertisements to be published. A similar construction 


was given to the rules by Vice-Chancellor Malins in Re The 
Land and Sea Telegraph Company (18 W. R. 1150), but we 
believe this is the first time the point has been decided by 
the Court of Appeal. 


A QUESTION as to the rights of the creditors of an undis- 
charged liquidating debtor with regard to a second liquida- 
tion petition filed by him was brought before the Chi-f 
Judge on Monday in Ex parte Williams. The debtor filed 
his first petition in August, 1870, and the creditors resolved 
on a liquidation. His estate was all realized by the trustee, 
and dividends amounting to 6s, 10d. in the pound were paid. 
In January, 1871, the creditors resolved that the liquidation 
should be closed, and the trustee released, but they granted 
no discharge to the debtor. He carried on business again, 
and contracted fresh debts, and in March, 1875, he filed a 


second liquidation petition, und+r which the creditors re- 
solved upon a liquidation and appointed a trustee. The 
registrar, however, refused to register the resoluti.ns, upon 
the ground that the proceedings were invalid, inasmuch as 
no notice of the meeting under the second petition had beea 


es to the creditors under the first petition, The Chief 
udge held that there was no reason why notice of the meet- 
ing under the second petition should have been given to the 
creditors under the first. If they had attended the meeting 
they could not have voted or have taken any part in the 
proceedings. The only way in which the debtor's property 
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could be made available to pay the balance of their debts 
was by means of an application to the court under section 
54, and even then their rights were expressly made subject to 
the claims of the persons who had become creditors since the 
close of the first liquidation. Notice to the creditors under 


the first petition would therefore be quite useless, and, con- 
sequently, the resolutions ought to be registered. 


WE assume that our facetious contemporary, the Albany 
Law Journal, is not playing a practical joke on its readers 
in citing from the 44th volume of the Indiana Reports, 
p- 106, a case of Musselman v. Musselman, in which a 
plaintiff applied for a new trial on a variety of grounds, 
some of which give a curious picture of the administration 
of justice in the Western States. The 14th and 15th 
>vasons were that the plaintift’s son-in-law was allowed 
10 say to the plaintiff, ‘‘ That's a lie!” in answer to a 
proper question ; and second, that he was permitted, unre- 
strained, ‘to swear that plaintiff was then and there 


insane, and to assault the plaintiff with a heavy stone ink ' 


bottle, by which plaintiff was prevented from havicg a 
fair trial.” The court remarked, with reference to this, 
that ‘such things might occur, during the progress of a 
trial, without the fault of the court.’’ Another ground 
relied upon was that ‘‘the court erred in smoking, and 
} ermitting Hon. D. D. Pratt and other attorneys to smoke, 
in open court and during the trial! of said canse, by which 
the plaintiff was prevented from having a fair trial.’’ As 
to this, the court say that it ‘does not deserve much con- 
sideration,” because it dees not appear that the plaintiff 
objected to smoking in court, or that it had any injurious 
effect upon him. Lastly, the plaintiff alleged that “ the 
judge erred in sleeping, or sitting with his eyes closed, in 
open court during the reading of the written evidence,” 
&c. The court remark upon this that they cannot assume 
that the judge was asleep. They say : “ If he [plaintiff] had 
reason to suppose that the judge was indulging in a gentle 
doze after dinner, he should have suspended his reading or 
awakened the judge,’ and they add “ we might reasonably 
conclade that the judge but imitated the example of many 
of the profoundest thinkers and most distinguished judges, 
and closed his eyes that he might hear the more accurately, 
and more fully comprehend what he heard.’’ 


Tr appears that in many parts of Scotland drunkenness 
is treated by the police as a merit entitling the possessor 
to lodging and attention at the public expense. Persons 
taken to the police-station when drunk obtain the privilege 
of a discharge from custody as soon as they become sober. 
The Hov. Captain Carnegie, inspector of constabulary for 
Scotland, in bis last annual report, describes this custom 
as being “of very questionable legality.” He says, *‘ In 
looking through the lock-up books I constantly see after 
the name of a person who has been in custody for being 
drunk and incapable, or drunk and disorderly, the remark 
‘ Liberated when sober.’ These persons have never been 
taken before any magistrate, but are liberated without 
bail on the sole responsibility ot the constable, and they 
are not called on to appear anywhere afterwards to answer 
the charge. . . . Thereis no doubt that the scarcity 
of magistrates in many parts of Scotland makes this or 
some similar practice almost necessary, but it would be 
better to legalize some plan by which the necessity for 
taking prisoners before a magistrate in such cases might 
be dispensed witb, than in any way to violate thelaw. I 
would suggest that an Act might be passed giving power 
to any constable, authorized to do so by the chief constable, 
to release such prisoners on summoning them to appear 
before the sheriff on a named day.” Certainly it appears 
to be desirable either that the law should be brought into 
accordance with the practice, or (what might be even 
better) that the practice should be made accordant with 
the law, by increasing the number of magistrates. 


A question of some importance was decided by the Lords 
Justices on Thursday in Lx parte Gomez with regard to the 
right to remittances specifically appropriated to meet certain 
bills of exchange, both the drawer and the acceptor of the 
bills baving become insolvent. Amerchant in Spain was 
in the habit of drawing upon a firm in London bills which 








they accepted for his accommodation, receiving from him a 
commission for so doing. To provide for the payment of 
these acceptances at maturity, and to keep the acceptors out 
of cash advances, the drawer was in the habit of remitti 
to them other bills, which, as the court held, were, aecord- 
ing to the course of dealing between the parties, specifically 
appropriated to meet the acceptances. The acceptors filed a 
liquidation petition, under which their creditors resolved to 
accept a composition, At the time when the petition was 
filed there were in the possession of the debtors some of the 
specifically appropriated remittances from Spain, and these 
came into the hands of the receiver, and, after the composi- 
tion resolutions had been passed, the question arose who was 
entitled to these remittances. The Spanish merchant had 
also become insolvent, but there was nothing in his case of 
the nature of a judicial insolvency, his affairs not having 
been brought under the administration of any tribunal. The 
remittances in the receiver's hands were claimed by the 
holders of some of the London firm's acceptances (uniec the 
authority of Ex parte Waring), by the London firm, and by 
the Spanish merchant. The registrar of the London Bank. 
ruptcy Court rejected the claim of the bill-holders, 
and decided in favour of the acceptors. The drawer ap- 
pealed, but the bill-holders did not. The Court of Appeal 
held that the right of the acceptors was nothing more than 
a right tobe indemnified by meansof the remittances against 
all liability on their acceptances. They were in the posi- 
tion of sureties for the drawer, and, provided they got the 
indemnity to which they were entitled, it was immaterial 
in what way they obtained it. By means of the composi- 
tion they had obtained a complete release from their 
liability to the bill-holders, and therefore, subject to the 
indemnity of the acceptors against what they had so paid, 
the remittances belonyed to the drawer. Their lordships 
also expressed an opinion (which indeed they have already 
expressed in another case occurring in the same liquidation, 
in which the point called for direct decision) that the bill- 
holders could have no right to the remittances under the 
doctrine of Ez parte Waring, inasmuch as there were not 
two insolvent estates under judicial administration. 


ANOTHER POINT was raised in Lx parte Gomez, though 
not actually decided, viz., whether the acceptors could in 
any case be entitled to the remittances except on the con- 
dition of their accepting the drafts upon them, which were 
sent with the remittances. In Tvriminghamv. Maud (17 
W. R. 813, L. R. 7 Eq. 201), a somewhat similar case, 
Vice-Chancellor Giffard held that the fact that a person 
to whom remittances were sent, accompanied by bills for 
his acceptance, refused to accept those bills (it not having 
been expressly stated that the right to use the remittances 
was conditional upon the acceptance) would not deprive 
him of the right to deal with the remittances so sent to 
him. But in Shepherd v. Harrison (20 W. R. 1, L, R. 
5 H. L. 116) the House of Lords held that when a bill of 
lading and a bill of exchange to cover the goods included 
in the bill of lading are sent in a letter to the vendee of 
the goods, it is to be implied that the bill of lading can be 
retained by him only if he accepts the bill of exchange, 
otherwise the property in the goods does not pass to him. 
In giving judgment in Lx parte Gomez the Court expressed 
doubts of the correctness of the decision in Zrimingham 
v. Maud, which they appeared to think had been in effeot 
overruled by Shepherd y. Harrison. Triminghum v, Maud 
is @ case very often cited, and the judges bave frequently 
spoken of it as a difficult decision to understand, and for 
this reason alone the judgment in Lx parte Gomez is worthy 
of note. 








Sir John Karslake, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed 
member of the Royal Commission on Vivisection. 


It is announced that a body of rules and orders, with 
tables of fees under the Public Worship Regulation Act 
(section 19), signed by the Archbishops of Canterbury and 
York, the Lord Chancellor, the judge of the new court 
(Lord Penzance), and the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
were submitted to her Majesty in Council on Monday, and 
received the Roya) approval, There is no court at West- 
minster available for Lord Penzance, and hence for the 
present it is arranged that his lordship shall sit at Lambeth 
Palace, 
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THE MODE OF FRAMING ACTS OF PARLIA- 
MENT. 
Tax select committes appointed to consider whether any 
and what meaus can be adopted to improve the ma»ner and 
Janguage of current legislation have agreed to a report in 
which, after briefly pointing out the improvements already 
made in the mannec and language of current lezislation, 
advert to the various objections which may 
i] be urg-d against the style and structure of public 
Acts of Parliament. These objections will be found to arise 
from four cauves :— 
Ast. From the mode in which the Bill itself is prepared, 
and the extent to which it varies cr deals with previous 
tes ; 
‘9nd. From the uncertainty which often arises from incon- 
sistent and ill-considered amendments ; 
‘$rd. From the want of consolidation where groups of 
statutes on- similar subjects are left in a state of great 
lexity ; and, 
‘4th. From the absence of any better classification of the 
public Acts of Parliament. 
The committee discuss each of these objections in some 
détail, and proceed : — 
As aremedy for these objections, and with the view of 
determining on the best mode of improving the current 
islation of the country, your committee have deemed it 
t to advert, in the first instance, to the recommendation 
made by the Statute Law Commissioners in 1856. Accord- 
ing to that recommendation, it was proposed that an officer 


‘or board, with a sufficient staff of assistants, should be 


appointed to superintend and advise upon Bills in their 

ge through the two Houses of Parliament. Some of 
the witnesses who were examined before the committee of 
1857, and others who have been examined before this 
committee, have expressed themselves in favour of that 
recommendation, if a practicable scheme could be framed 
for working it. They consider that the revision of all Bills 


by another skilled hand would ensure greater accuracy ' 


and uniformity, that it might be a means of correcting 
ambiguities and errors which are caused by inadvertence, or 
by hasty amendments, and that if a board of that description 
were permanently appointed, it would be of great use in 
directing and superintending the process of consolidation. 
Qne witness also has pointed out how the system of 
supervision is carried on in France and Germany; and, in 
his opinion, it might be adopted in thiscountry. There, it 
issaid that the proposed law, and any amendments sought 
to be made in it, are revised by a commission, which con- 
fines itself principally to the prevention of defective wording 
and contradictory enactments ; but sometimes it reports on 
the structure of the Bill, when its operation would be con- 
trary to its general object. It appears to your committee 
that the objections urged by various witnesses to such a 
board or such a commission are practically insuperable. 
These objections are, when briefly summarized, that such a 
_ would impair responsibility ; that it would place 
Government draughtsman in a very invidious and embar- 
Tassing position ; that differences and disagreements might 
dten arise between himself and the supervising authority ; 
that in case of such disagreement the revising authority 
would have no means of pressing its views upon the atten- 
tion of Parliament ; that there would be increasing delays ; 
that such delays would create fresh obstacles to the passage 
ofthe Bill; that such obstacles would increase more and 
more at the end of the session, when there would be neither 
the time nor the means satisfactorily to overcome them; the 
eonsequence would be that the whole scheme would break 
wn, because it would be proved to be unworkable. To 
this may be added that the mode of legislating in France 
and Germany is so essentially different trom the mode pur- 
sued in this country, that it is impossible to reason from the 
ne tothe other. ‘lhe difficulty is and always will be to re- 
concile together the symmetry of legislation on the one hand, 
the independence of Parliament on the other; and it 
May well be doubted whether these two purposes can be better 
accomplished than by retaining and improving, so far as 
Pacticable, the present system, with such alterations in it 
® may from time to time be deemed advisable. 
According to that system, as originally framed by the 
ury minute of the 12th of February, 1869, a depart- 
ment called the office of the Parliamentary Counsel was 
§ppointed by the Treasury for the purpose of providing 


| 











for the preparation of the Government Bills, except those 
which relate exclusively to.Scotland and Ireland. The 
object of that minute was to establish, in fact, an official 
department, at the head of which should be a parliamen- 
tary counsel of great experience, to whom all the Govern- 
ment departments in England would havea right to go, 
so that there should be some person directly responsible 
for all their Bills if anything went wrong. This respon- 
sibility was of course intended to be a constructive respon- 
sibility, rather than the actual personal responsibility of 
the parliamentary counsel to draw every Bill himself; 
for in dealing with so vast and maltifarious a work as 
the drawing of Bills for every department, it would be im- 
practicable for any one mau personally to undertake such 
a task ; though he might and ought to be responsible for 
the draughtsmen who were employed by him. For the sake 
of uniformity, and also fur the purpose of fixing respon- 
sibility, as so explained, it is important that this system 
should, in the main, be adhered to. 

Assuming that this system, as so explained, is still 
maintained, there is reason to believe that most of the 
objections to our current legislation in the four particulars 
above adverted to, may be met and obviated. Some im- 
provements indeed have been suggested, and to these your 
committee will now advert. 

With regard to the preparation of the Bill itself, it 
has been suggested that a breviate or short statement 
should accompany the Bill, and that this breviate should 
point out the general object of the measure, and the par. 
ticular statutes which would have to be dealt with. A 
breviate of this nature was usual in former times, and 
your committee are of opinion that some such plan might 
be advantageously reverted to, at all events in those cases 
where the matter is complicated, or where previous legis- 
lation to any great extent is affected by it. It has also 
been suggested that model forms or clauses might be pre- 
scribed for general use; such, for example, as clauses im- 
posing penalties or giving jurisdiction to magistrates; 
clauses of the utmost importance to the proper working of 
the particular measure to which they are applied, and yet 
itis said there are no clauses in which blanders more 
frequently arise, If such clauses were framed and provided 
by the Parliamentary Counsel, they would, in the 
opinion of your committee, facilitate the course of legisla- 
tion. 

It has been suggested by certain witnesses that a general 
Act giving a meaning to different terms in ordinary and 
frequent use in Acts of Parliament might be passed, upon 
the principle of the Act known as Lord Brougham’s Act, 
13 & 14 Vict. c. 21, entitled, An Act for shortening the 
language used in Acts of Parliament, and your com- 
mittee think that this suggestion might be advantageously 
adopted. 

With regard to amendments introduced in committee, a 
distinction should be made between those amendments 
which are more cr less formal or unimportant, and those 
which are substantial and lead to discussion. Formal or 
unimportant amendments often run into great length ; and 
in case they are adopted time is required to make the 
necessary alteratiofts. But here, as elsewhere, the want of 
time is the great impediment, and so the Bill is allowed to 
go on, though the draughtsman knows thereare imperfections 
init. Asa remedy for this, it has been suggested that it 
would much facilitate the course of legislation, if an oppor- 
tunity was offered by going into committee pro formd, as a 
matter of course, for amending the Bill between the time at 
which amendments were put on the amendment paper and the 
time at which the day is appointed for goinginto committee. 
Many delays andeven much discussion would thereby be 
saved, On similar grounds, and for similar reasons, the same 
witness has also suggested that, when the Bill comes on for re- 
port, formal amendments, and amendments consequential 
on the changes introduced when the Bill was in committee 
sbould be printed in italics, and then that the Bill 
should pass also with those amendments, as a matter of 
course, unless they were challenged by some member as 
not being formal or consequential, For the correction of 
other and more substantial alterations, especially those 
which are not consistent with the existing law, or which 
may not harmonize with the rest of the Bill, no other 
remedy, in the opinion of your committee, is really prac- 
ticable than to leave the responsibility of correcting 
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them with that department of the executive government to 
which the measure more particularly belongs. And 
whether the measure was brought in as a Government 
theasure, or whether it is the measure of some unofficial 
member, the more that responsibility is made to rest with 
the official department the greater will be the chance of 
its being rightly framed and accurately worded. 

With regard to consolidation, the difficulties in the way of 
it are confessedly great. There is not only the difficulty of 
arranging a mass of statutory materials, which are thrown 
fortuitously toge:her without any order or classification, ex- 
cept the order in which the Acts were assented to by the 
Crown, but there is also the difficulty of determining on the 
best mode of effecting the consolidation where the existing 
law is still unsettled. Nor do the difficulties end here; for 
when the draughtsman has effected the consolidation in that 
which he believes to be the best form, there is the further 
difficulty of passing the Bill through the two Houses, and 
this difficulty would be practically insuperable, unless Par- 
liament itself should be content to accept the work upon 
trust, by placing their confidence in those by whom, or 
under whose auspices, it has been prepared. To meet these 
difficulties, and to insure this confidence, your committee re- 
commend that the work of consolidation should be carried 
on upon a regular system, and by skilled hands, acting 
under the authority of some permanent Government force, 
either a minister, or separate department constituted for 
the purpose, in connection with the office of the Parlia- 
mentary Counsel. As to the actual mode in which this 
consolidation may best be effected, the general results to 
be drawn from the evidence appear to be: Ist. That a3 a 
general rule it is unadvisable to attempt consolidation 
where the law is still in astate of flux; 2nd. That amend- 
ments in the existing statutes should precede consolidation, 
or such amendments should be included in the consolidating 
Bill in a different type ; 3rdly. That where all the clauses 
of a Consolidation Bill cannot be got through before the 
prorogation, the Bill should be suspended till the ensuing 
session, and taken up at the point which it had reached in 
the previous session. In the opinion of witnesses of great 
experience, it is confidently anticipated that, provided the 
measure were brought in upon such authority as above 
referred to, the House would acquiesce in the work so done, 
and consent to abstain from a discussion of the old law as 
to all those parts upon which no amendments are intended 
to be made. When such Bills become usual and familiar, 
the tendency to discuss them would be greatly diminished ; 
and they would probably be accepted not less readily than 
the Bills for expurgating the Statute Book have already 
been accepted year after year by both Houses of Parlia- 
ment. 

With regard to classification, the great want of some 
arrangement in the printing and publication of the public 
Acts of Parliament has long been felt, but few attempts 
have been made to accomplish it. Latterly, indeed, as 
_— our past legislation, the great bulk of the statutes 

t large has been greatly reduced by the revised edition, 
as already explained, but even the revised edition contains 

matter which was originally or has now become of no general 
use, and when that edition is brought down to the year 1868, 
it will be well worthy of consideration whether some 
classification of the statutes contained in it should not be 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following is a list of qualified members of the Society- 
nominated as members of the council to be elected at tha 
annual general meeting on the 16th inst. ‘The candidates. 
whose names are marked thus * will go out of office by rota. 
tion. 

John Eustace Anderson, 17, Ironmonger-lane, City, and 
St. Leonard’s, Mortlake.—Nominated by William Sturt, 14, 
Tronmonger-lane, E.C. ; Geo. Rd. Browne, 103, Ironmonger- 
lane, E.C. 

* Alfred Bell, 49, Lincoln’s-inn-fields.— Nominated by 
Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard Mills, 1, Gray’s-inn- 
square. 

Francis Thomas Bircham, 46, Parliament-street.—No- 
minated by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard Mills, 1, 
Gray’s-inn-square. 

Thomas Henry Bolton, 11, Gray’s-inn-square, London, 
—Nominated by J. R. Macarthur, 30, John-street, Bedford. 
row ; John Tonlen, 14, Great James-street, Bedford-row. 

Barnard Platts Broomhead, Sheffield.—Nominated by W. 
Wake, Sheffield; W. Smith, Sheffield; T. Greenwood 
Teale, 36, Trinity-street, Leeds; H. Dawson, 63, Albion-. 
street, Leeds. 

* William Strickland Cookson, 6, New-square, Lincoln's. 
inn.—Nominated by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard 
Mills, 1, Gray’s-inn-square. 

Robert Cunliffe, 43, Chancery-lane.—Nominated by J. 
Kingsford, 23, Essex-street, Strand; Samuel Steward, 49, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

* Charles Claridge Druce, 10, Billiter-square.—Nominated. 
by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard Mills,1, Gray’s- 
inn-square, 

* Bartle John Laurie Frere, 28, Lincoln’s-inn-fields,— 
Nominated by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row; Richard 
Mills, 1, Gray’s-inn-square. : 

Grinham Keen, 24, Knightrider-street, Doctors’-com- 
mons.—Nominated by W. Melmoth Walters, 9, New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn; F. 8. Clayton, 10, Lancaster-place, 
Strand. 

* Park Nelson, 11, Essex-street, Strand.—Nominated 
by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard Mills, 1, Gray’s- 
inn-square. 

Henry Leigh Pemberton, 20, Whitehall-place.—Nomi- 
nated by Wm. Jas. Farrer, 66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; John 
V. Longbourne, 7, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

William Edwood Shirley, Doncaster.—Nominated by 
Samuel Steward, 49, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; J. Fitzwilliam 
Whall, M.A., Doncaster. 

* Charles Reynolds Williams, 62, Lincoln’s-inn-fields.— 
Nominated by Fred, Peake, 6, Bedford-row ; Richard Mills, 
1, Gray’s-inn-square. 

* William Williams, 32, Lincoln’s-inn-fields.—Nomi-. 
nated by Fred. Peake, 6, Bedford-row; Richard Mills, 1, 
Gray’s-inn-square. 


List of persons proposed as President, Vice-President, and 
Auditors of the society :— 





attempted. 
A suggestion has been made, to which*your committee 


sees no objection, that it would be an improvement to ' 


follow the Indian system in the numbering of Acts of 
Parliament, and that, for the future, they should bear date 
of the year instead of the reign ; for instance, 38 & 39 Vict. 
€, 100, would be numbered, Act 100, 1875. 





Many of onr readers will hear with regret of the death 
of Mr. F. 8. Hall, of the firm of Hull, Stone, & Fletcher, 
solicitors, of Liverpool, which took place in Scotland on 
Saturday last. 


At the meeting of the Northamptonshire magistrates on 


George Burrow 5 M.P., President, 1, Bedford-row. 
—Nominated by J. Proctor Bird, 10, Great James-street, 


Bedford-row ; Fred. S. Irving, 43, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


Henry Thomas Young, Vice-President, 9, New- 
Lincoln’s-inn.— Nominated by J. Proctor Bird, 10, Great 
James-street, Bedford-row; Fred. 8. Irving, 43, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

Philip Roberts, Auditor, 2, South-square.—Nominated 
by J. Proctor Bird, 10, Great James-street, Bedford-row; 
Fred. 8. Irving, 43, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Edward Mackeson, Auditor, 59, Lincoln’s-inn-fields.— 
Nominated by J. Proctor Bird, 10, Great James-street, 
Bedford-row ; Fred. 8. Irving, 43, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

! Charles Grabam, Auditor, 6, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn.— 
| Nominated by J. Proctor Bird, 10, Great James-street, Bed- 
ford-row ; Fred. S. Irving, 43, Lincoln’s-ino-fields. 


Wednesday a letter was read from Mr. Ward Hunt stating | 


his wish to resign the chairmanship of the Conrt of ! 


Quarter Sessions, Earl Spencer moved that the resigna- 
tion of the chairman be taken into consideration at the ad- 
journed court on the 21st of July. Lord Henley seconded 
the resolution, which was carried unanimously, 


Since the issue of the ciroular of the 15th ult. convene 
ing the annual general meeting of the society, Mr, Arthur 
Ryland, of Birmingham (who goes out of office as & mem- 
ber of the council in rotation), has intimated that he does. 
not intend to offer himself for re-election. 
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a 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the 1st of July, the foliowing being present, 
viz, Messrs. Steward (chairman), Burges, Carpenter, 
Collison, Dawes, Hedger, Kelly, Lovell, Masterman, Saw- 
jell, Styan, and Boodle (secretary), two grants of £10 
each were made to the widows of non-members, a grant 
of £5 was made to the daughter of a non-member, and 
other ordinary business was transacted. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Clement’s- 
inn Hall on Wednesday, June 30, the subject for the 
evening’s debate being :—“ That the policy of the present 
Government does not deserve the confidence of the 
country.” The motion was after a prolonged discussion 
lost by a majority of five. 








Appuinturents, Ete. 


Mr, Wit11am Cuvss, solicitor (of the firm of Deane & 
Chubb), of 6, South-square, Gray’s-inn, has been appointed 
a Commissioner in England to administer Oaths and take 
Affidavits in any cause now or hereafter depending in the 
Supreme Court of Tasmania. 

Mr. Ggorce Walter THomas Coventry, solicitor, of 
Upton-on-Severn, has been unanimously elected Clerk to 
the County Magistrates at that place, in succession to the 
late Mr. Thomas Willis Walker. Mr. Coventry was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1871. 

Mr. Witu1am Lawe Ganz, solicitor (of the firm of Miller 
& Gane), of 85, Gracechurch-street, has been appointed a 
Commissioner in England to administer Oaths and take 
Affidavits for the Province of New Brunswick. 

Mr. Wittram Harpman, barrister, of Norbiton Ilall, 
Surrey, who has been elected by the Town Council of 
Kingston-upon-Thames to the Recordership of that 
borough, in the place of the late Mr. William Thomas 
Jemmett (the appointment of Mr. Alfred Erskine Hardy 
having proved to be invalid), was born in 1828, and edu- 
tated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
as B.A. in 1850. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Easter Term, 1852, and formerly practised in 
the courts of equity. Mr. Hardman is a magistrate for 
Surrey, and has been for several years Chairman of the 
County Sessions at Newington. In 1868 he unsuccessfully 
contested East Surrey in the Conservative interest. 

Mr. Axurrep Hopkinson, barrister, has been elected 
Professor of Jurisprudence at Owens College, Manchester, 
in the place of Mr. James Bryce, D.C.L., resigned. Mr. 
Hopkinson was educated at Owens College, and at Lincoln 
Qollege, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
classics in 1872. He has since been elected to the Vinerian 
Law Scholarship and to the Stowell Law Fellowship 
at University College, Mr. Hopkinson was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1873, and practises on 
the Northern Circuit and the Manchester and Salford 
Sessions. 

Mr. Ausert Kaye Rottt, LL.D., solicitor, of the firm of 
Rollit & Sons, of Hull, has been appointed by F. A. Bedwell, 
Esq., the judge, Registrar of the Hull County Court (Cir. 
cuit No. 16), to act jointly with the present registrar, Mr. 
Charles Henry Phillips. Dr. Rollit is the son of Mr. 
John Rollit, of Hull. He was educated at King’s College, 
London, and graduated at the University of London B.A. 
in 1863, LL.B. in 1863, and LL.D. in 1866, taking firat 
class honours in each examination, and the gold medal of 
the University at the LL.D. examination. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1864, when he obtained 
one of the prizes given by the Incorporated Law Society. 

The Hon. Cuartes Artuur Turner, one of the judges 
of the High Court at Allahabad, has been appointed to act 
as Chief Justice of the North-West Provinces of India 
during the absence of Sir Robert Stuart. Mr. Justice 





Turner was formerly a Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford, 
where he graduated second class in classics in 1856. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in Easter Term, 
1858, and practised on the Western Circuit. He was’ 
created a puisne judge at Allahabad about nine years ago. 

Mr, Antuur Woorcar Veraratt, B.A., Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, has been elected to the Whewell In-- 
ternational Law Scholarship in that University. Mr. 
Verrall is the son of Mr. Henry Verrall, solicitor, the clerk - 
to the borough magistrates at Brighton. 

Mr. Epwarp Fry Wane, solicitor, of Axbridge, has been. 
appointed Clerk and Treasurer to the vew Loxton and 
Christon United School Board. ‘ 


os 


New Commissioners ror Takine ArFIDAVITs. 

Mr. Wittiam Lawr Gane, 85, Gracechurch street. 
(Queen’s Bench). 

Mr. Ricuarp Hrmincway, Bewdley (Queen’s Bench). 

Mr. NewennaM Cuarbes Wricut (of the firm of Wright 
& Nicoll), 201, Great Portland-street (Chancery). 

New Commissioner ror Taxinc ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. 

Mr. Hosein Ropwett, Ipswich (Suffolk). 








Courts. 


THE RAILWAY COMMISSION.* 


June 11, 18, 19, 26.—TZhe Central Wales and Carmarthen 
Junction Railway Company v. TheGreat Western Railway: 
Company. 

There were two routes by which traffic could be carried bee 
tween places beyond C., and places beyond A., the G. W. 
route and the N. W. route. eG. W. Company having the. 
origin of traffic from places beyond C. in their own hands 
sometimes diverted traffic consigned by the N. W. route and 
carried it by their own route, and sometimes caused undue 
delay in the delivery of traffic to be carried by the N. W. 
route, 

Upon the application of a company owning a line which formed 
part of the N. W. route, the commissioners granted an order 
enjoining the G. W. Company to afford to the applicants all 
the facilities to which they were entitled under the Regula- 
tion ef Railways Act, 1873. ‘ 

The right to - y for through rates under section 11 of the Reg- 
ulation of Railways Act, 1873, is not confined to the com- 
panies at the two ends of the through route, but extends to. 
an intermediate company; but where an intermediate come 
pany whose traffic was carried bv one of the terminal com- 
panies had — that the rates for through traffic should be 
fixed by the latter, 

Held, that the intermediate company were not the proper par- 
ties to apply. 

Whether a company who have no rolling stock of their own, 
but whose traffic is carried by another company, are entitled. 
to apply under the above section, gue. 


This was an application by the Central Wales and 
Carmarthen Junction Railway Company. under section 11 
of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, for an order 
allowing certain through rates and routes proposed by them, 
and objected to by the Great Western Railway Company. 
The section referred to provides for the ‘‘ due and reasonable 
receiving, forwarding, and delivering by every railway com- 
pany and canal company, and railway and canal company, 
at the request of any other such company, of through traffic 
to and from the railway or canal of any other such company 
at through rates, tolls, or fares (in this Act referred to as 
through rates),”” and by sub-section 5 it is enacted that, 
‘* If an objection be made to the granting of the rate or to the 
route, the commissioners shall consider whether the grantin 
of the rate is a due and reasonable facility in the interest of 
the public, and whether, having regard to the circumstances, 
the route proposed is a reasonable route, and shall allow or 
refuse the rate accordingly.” The applicant company 
owned a line about fourteen miles in length, connecting 
Carmarthen with)I.landilo, which formed part ot the North- 
Western Railway Company's route between Carmarthen and 
stations north of Craven Arms, the point of junction of 
their line with the Shrewsbury and Hereford Railway. The 
traffic of the applicant company was carried by the North- 


ie Reported by Ratru Nuvinie, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law. : 
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Western Company, but they had their own staff of servants 
at the stations on their line; by agreement between 
the two companies the rates for through traffiz were 
to be fixed by the North-Western Company. The Great 
Western Railway Company also possessed a route 
between Carmarthen and Craven Arms vid Neath and 
Hereford, which was fifty miles longer than the 
North-Western route, and west of Carmarthen they 
commanded the traffic arising on the South Wales and 
Pembroke and Tenby lines. Tne proposed through rates 
which the Commissioners were now asked to allow were 
for the carriage of traffic between stations weat of Carmar- 
then and stations beyond Craven Arms, vii the Carmar- 
then Junction Railway, and the application alleged that 
the Great Western Company diverted traffic consigned 
from stations on the Pembroke and Tenby line, v/a the 
Carmarthen Junction line, which passed on to their line at 
Whittand, and carried it by their own route via Neath and 
Hereford. 


Littler, Q.C., and Dryden, appeared for the applicant com- 


y: 

Hon. A. Thesiger, Q.C., and Saunders, for the defendant 
company. 

The Covrt, on the 26th of June, delivered their judgment, 
which, after stating the facts and the grounds of complaint, 
continued as follows :—We think it convenient to treat the 
matter of these complaints separately; and as it seems to ns 
that traffic has been sent in a wrong direction not unfre- 
quently and oftener than would happen merely by accident, 
also that the Great Western have. in several instances, 
taken a longer time than reasonable in delivering the goods 
passing over the line of the Carmarthen Company, we shall 
enjoin them to afford in future to the applicants all the 
facilities to which the Act entitles them. ‘The application 
for through rates is objected to on two grounds. The Great 
Western say the public have no interest in their being 
granted, and they object to the proposal of the applicants 
that the forwarding company shall divide the receipts in the 
proportion of the mileazes, as being inconsistent with an 
agreement made in 1863 between the Great Western and 
North-Western on the subject of the apportionment of re- 
ceipts from interchanged traffic to and from South Wales. 
The application of the Carmarthen Junction Company has 
reference to traffic to and from the railways of the Lanca- 
shire and Yorkshire, the London and North-Western, and 
the Great Western Companies, a list of stations and rates 
accompanying the application. The rates are stated to be 
precisely the same as at present in force, and those from 
Pembroke and Tenby stations apply already as through 
tates vid the Centra] Wales route. So far, therefore, our 
allowance of the rates would seem to be unnecessary ; but, 
as regards the Great Western stations west of Carmarthen, 
through booking and through rates by that route are not in 
existence, and in some respects it would be for the interest 
of the public that they should be established by an order 
from us. Here comes in the second objection of the Great 
Western Company. Our power to grant and to empower 
railway companies to carry out through rates is given by the 
11th section of the Act of 1873, and the power is made sub- 
ject to certain conditions, one of which is that there sball 
first be a request of a railway company for such rates. The 
contention of the Great Western is that the Carmarthen 
Company ate not a company entitled to make the request, 
and that it can only be made by a company at one or other 
end of a through route. We do not take this view of the 
section, and are of opinion that the Carmarthen Junction 
Company, as far as their portion is concerned, are in a con- 
dition to make such request. There is, however, another 
ground upon which we think we ought not to allow these 
rates. The Carmarthen Junction Company have no rolling 
stock of their own, and both the through and the local 
traffic of their line are carried by the London and North- 
Western Company. This by iteelf might not prevent them 
from requiring traffic to be forwarded, because it might 
happen that the company throngh whom their receipts were 
earned were not doing all that was reasonable to develop 
the line, and to take traffic by it. But the difficulty we feel 
is this:—The London and North-Western work this Jine 
under the Llanelly agreement of the 29th of November, 
1867, and by the 5th article it is provided that in that case 
the rates and fares for through traffic shall be fixed by the 
ondon and North-Western Company. According, there- 
fore, to this article, with the consent of the Carmarthen 





Junction Company, or by their representatives, in 1867, th 
initiative in the settlement of rates on this line for through 
traffic belongs exclusively to the North-Western Company, 
and as the Carmarthen Company have statel that they 
have not proposed the throsgh rates at the instance 
or on behalf of the North-Western, but quite i:-depen- 
dently of them, we think, under the cir umstances, 
that the through rates have not been proposed by the pro- 
per parties, and that we ought to dectine the granting of 
them. We shill make no order as to costs. 


BANKRUPTCY.* 

(Before Mr. Regis'rar Brovauam, sitting as Chief Judge, ) 
June 17.—£x parte Scott, Re Grant, Brodie, § Co. 
Furniture allowed to remain in the possession of a trader until 

the time of the presentation of a petition for liquidation, 


without any agreement for the hiring of it, 
Held, to pass to the trustee under the liquidation. 


This was an application on behalf of Dr. G. M. Scott for 
anorder that certain household goods, furniture, silver and 
electro plate, linen, bcoks, and other articles set forth in 
the schedule to the affidavit of the applicant, should be 
delivered up by the trustee under the liquidation of Messrs. 
Grant, Brodie, & Co. 

The affidavit showed that in or about the year 1858 the 
applicant took the house No. 21 (then No. 39), Park-road, 
Haverstock-hill, on a three-years’ agreement, and be con. 
tinued to occupy the same down to the year 1863, when, 
on his going to reside elsewhere, he gave up the possession 
of the house to his son-in-law, the debtor Walter Brodie (a 
trader), whom the landlord subsequently accepted as tenant 
in the stead of the applicant, and who had ever since con- 
tinued to reside there. 

At the time the applicant left the house the household 


‘goods, furniture, plate, linen, books, and other articles 


set forth in the schedule, except as to a few articles which 
had been from time to time substituted by him for similar 
articles then in the house, were, and still remained, in the 
house, and were the property of the applicant, bat he had 
permitted his son-in-law and his daughter the temporary 
uge of the same. Since the applicant left the house, and 
during the residence therein of the debtor Brodie, the 
wife of the applicant had on several occasions visited the 
house and removed or replaced various articles of silver 
or electro-plate. 

In August, 1869, the applicant insured the household 
goods, furniture, and other articles comprised in the 
schedule for the sum of £500 by a policy of insurance of 
the Liverpool and London and Globe Insurance Company, 
which still remained in force, and the applicant had always 
paid the premiums due on such insurance out of his own 
moneys, and such policy was taken out in his name, and 
had never been transferred to any one. He had never 
given any of the household goods, furniture, or other 
articles comprised in the schedule to the said W. Brodie, 

Then followed the schedule. 

The furniture remained in the possession of W. Brodie 
until the time of the presentation of the petition for liqui- 
dation. 

Daniel Jones, in support of the application.—The 15th 
section, 5th sub-section, does not apply here, for there is no 
evidence that the debtor was the reputed owner of the 
goods. The mere fact of the goods having been allowed 
to remain in the possession of the debtor does not consti- 
tute a reputation of ownership. There is a distinotion be- 
tween property which has belonged to the debtor and 
that which has never been his: Ashton v. Blackshaw, 18 
W. R. 307, L. R. 9 Eq. 510. Moreover, the reputed 
ownership clause does not apply in regard to furniture: 
Ex parte Emerson, re Hawkins, 20 W. R. 110. [Brovenam, 
Registrar.—That was the case of anagreoment.] {t is not 
necessary to prove any. More possession is not enough, 
The outside world has no right to assume that the property 
is the debtor's. : 

A, Morley, for the trustee.--The clause extends to furni- 
ture as well as other goods: Ie Head, N. R. 8, 294; 
Hickenbotham v. Groves, 2 Car, & P. 492; Mullett v. Green, 
8 Car. & P, 382. The onus is upon the/other side to prove 


* Reported by J. C. Broven, Kaq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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—— 
goustom, which they cannot do. The reputed ownership 
¢dause applies. 

BroveHan, Registrar.—There is no dispute here as to 
fhe facte. Dr. Scott placed the furniture in the house, 
and the debtor had the use of it. Dr. Scott might at any 
time have taken possession of the furniture. The debtor 
jga trader, and I think the goods were at the time of the 

ition being filed in his possession with the consent and 
permission of the true owner. In the case of Ex parte 
Emerson, re Hawkins there was an agreement for the hire 
of the furniture at ‘a certain rent, and s0 long 
as tbat rent was paid the debtor was entitled to continue 
jn possession. Under those circumstance the Chief Judge 
held that the 15th section, 5th sub-section, did not apply, 
but in the present case the goods are used by the bank- 
mpt without avy agreement. The case before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins of Ashton v. Blackshaw is distinguishable. 
Here the debtor is in possession at the will of the owner 
of the goods, and Iam bound tocome to the conclusion that 
the property vests in the trustee. 

Application refused. 

Solicitors for the applicant, Nicholson, Nicol, § Co. 
Solicitors for the trustee, Phelps & Sidgwich. 








gay liancent and Leqislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


June 25.—EccriustasticaL Fees RepistrrBurTion. 

The Archbishop of CANTERBURY, in moving the second 
reading of this Bill, said that it proposed, in the 
first place, to evact that all persons who should be ap- 
pointed to offices in the ecclesiastical courts after the 

ing of the measure should be required to pay a certain 
proportion of the fees they received to the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners of England, who were to form with the 
money they received a fund, to be called the Fee Fund. 
Having by this proceeding obtained a fee fund it was pro- 
posed that amoderatesum should be paid to the judge under 
the Public Worship Act, forthe space of three years, until the 
matter could be properly adjusted. There was one other pro- 
Vision in the Bill, namely, that, whereas in the Provincial 
Keclesiastical Court of York the judge of that court held 
various offices under one patent, he was enabled if he so 
desired to resign the one office withoat necessarily resign- 
ing the other.—The Archbishop of York subsequently ex- 
ined that the only burden cast upon the Hcclesiastical 
Fund by the Bill would be £1,000 per annum. The 
jndge would receive £800, which added to the £700, the 
of Master of the Faculties, would make his total 
salary £1,500 a year, and there would be £200 for his 
clerk.—The Bill was read a second time. 


OrreNces AGAINST THE Person. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Tur Merrorotis Management Acts AMENDMENT, 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Survey (Great Brrratn) Acts Continvance. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Gurne Loan (Irenanp). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Rarnway Compantes. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


dime 28.—Enpowep Scuoors Act (1868) Conrinvance. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Artisans’ Dweturcs. 
The Commons’ amendment to the Lords’ amendments was 
Cnsidered and agreed to. 

: Juries (Irenanp). 
This Bill was read a third time. 

: Merroronis Manaaement Acts AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a third time. 

Survey (Great Brrraw) Acrs Continuance. 
This Bill was read a third time. 

: Punic Heatrnu, 
This Bill was read a second time. 








RecistRaTion or Trape Marks. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Pustic Recorps (Irenanp) Act (1867) AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a second time. 

June 29.—Canapa Coprricur. 
This Bill passed through committ-e. 
Pusutc Recorps (Iretanp) Act (1887 
This Bill passed through committee. 


AMENDMENT. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 25.—Bisnorric or Sr. ALBANS. 

The Lords’ amendments to this Bill were agreed to. 
Merropouiran Potice. 

The Lords’ amendments to this Bill were agreed to. 

AcricuLturaAL Hoiprycs (ENcLanp). 
This Bill was committed pro formé. 

PARLIAMENT oF CANADA. 

Th’s Bill pa:se 1 through committee. 


Lanps Cravuses ConsoLmpation Acrs AMENDM2NT. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
INFANTICIDE. 
The House having gone iato committee on this Bill, an 
anendment was inserted in clause 3, and the chairman was 
ordered to report progress. 


June 28.—EmMPpioyers AND WoRKMEN. 

On the motion for the second reading of this Bill, Lord R. 
Monracu said he objected entirely to the principle of the 
Bill, but he would not move the previous question.—Mr. 
LowE said that as one who had given a great deal of atten- 
tion to the subject, he must congratulate the Home 
Secretary on having emancipated his mind -boldly and 
freely from a mass of prejudice in relation to it. He 
had laid down proper principles aad applied them prop- 
erly ; and he would have the satisfaction of introducing a 
measure which would do great good by soothing passions 
and conciliating those who believed they bad conflicting 
interests. He objected to the power given to the court of 
rescinding a contract.—Mr. Macponatp expressed approval 
of the Bill, as did also Mr. Tennant, Sir C. Forster, Mr. 
Munpe..a, Mr. W. E. Forster, and Mr. Burr.—The Bill 
was read a second time. 

Consprracy AND Protection or Property. 

This Bill was read a second time. 


Potrce Constantes (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Dover Prer anp Harnovr. 

The order for going into committee on this Bill was rea 
and discharged. 

Turnrrke Acts ContTinvancs. 

This Bill was read a second time. 

Lanp TitLes AnD TRANSFER. 

The House went into committee on this Bill, 

On clause 1, Mr. RaTuRone regretted that the Bill would 
confessedly do nothing to cheapen the transfer of small prop- 
erties. —The CuarrMan said the question before the com- 
mittee was clause 1, short title of the Bill, to which point 
the observations of the hon. gentleman must be addressed. 
—Mr. RarnnoneE maintained that he was in order in press- 
ing the change he had already mentioned, which would be 
an immense benefit to the working classes. He suggested 
the postponement of the Bill till another session.—Sir G. 
BowYEr agreed with much that had been said by the hon. 
member. You did not simplify a title by registering it. To 
simplify a title to real property you must make it rather 
more like the title to personalty, and abolish the distinction 
between legal and equitable estates.—The CuarnMan again 
pointed out that the question before the committee was not 
the general principles of the Bill, and called attention te 
the inconvenience of renewing discussions on the principle 
of the Bill upon every clause.—The clause was agreed to. 

On clause 2, Mr. O. Morcan said he had given notice of 
an amendment the object of which was to include customary 
freeholds ‘in the Bill. Many of these were freeholds in 
every respect exce pt in name, the only difference being that 
they were held at a small quit rent which would be provided 
for by the Ist sub -section of the 18th clause, Some, how- 
ever, might be practically copyholds, and as they would be 
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dealt with by the amendment of the member for West 
Sussex, he would withdraw his own proposal in favour of 
that of his hon. friend. —The amendment was withdrawn.— 
Mr. Grecory then moved the insertion of the words: ‘‘In 
any case in which an admission or any act by the lord of 
the manor is necessary to perfect the title of a purchase 
from the customary tenant.””—The amendment was agreed 
to, and the clause as amended was added to the Bill. 

Clause 3 was agreed to. 

On clause 4, an amendment proposed by the ATTORNEY- 
GENERAL, providing that the definition of lands contained in 
the Act 13 & 14 Vict. c. 21, should not apply to this Bill, 
— inserted, and the clause as amended was added to the 

ill. 

On clause 5, Mr. O. Morcan moved an amendment en- 
abling any trustee with absolute power of sale to register 
himself under the Act.—The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said this 
case was provided for in clause 67.—The amendment was 
withdrawn.— Mr. Grecory proposed an amendment with a 
similar object, believing that the clause ought to describe all 
the classes of persons who would be entitled to avail them- 
selves of it.—'Ihe amendment was negatived and the clause 
was agreed to. 

On clause 6, the ArroRNEY-GENERAL proposed, in line 36, 
after ‘‘notices,” to insert “ if any.”—The amendment was 
agreed to, and the clause as amended ordered to stand part 
of the Bill. 

Clauses 17 and 18, with amendments, were agreed t9. 

On clause 41, Mr. O. Morcan objected that the clause 
left the matter perfectly vague, when common sense showed 
that the heir-at-law ought to stand in the position of the 
proprietor he succeeded. He moved an amendment to this 
effect.—The ATroRNEY-GENERAL objected to the amend- 
ment and it was withdrawn.—Mr. Jackson moved the in- 
sertion of words providing that if no person has been ap- 
a by a deceased proprietor of registered land to take 

is place on the register, or if such person be unwilling to 
act, the executor or administrator of the deceased proprietor 
shall be entitled to be registered. This amendment would 
greatly encourage and cheapen the registration of small prop- 
erties.—The ATrornEY-GENERAL said he intended to move 
an amendment which he thought would meet the case better 
than the amendment of the hon. and learned member for 
Coventry. He therefore opposed that amendment.—After 
some discussion, on a division, the amendment was rejected 
by 86 to 46, 

County Courts. 
The House went into committee pro forma on this Bill. 


Roya Initsu ConsTABULARY. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


: PARLIAMENT oF CANADA. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


June 30.—Covsty Boarps (IRELAND). 
Mr. Burt moved the second reading of this Bill.—After 
some debate the Bill was thrown out on a division by 
182 to 125. 


Girne Lanns Corrorate Bopies (Ireranp). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
InpustriaL Savincs Banks. 
Sir E. Watkin moved the second reading of the Bill,— 
On a division the Bill was lost by 107 to 82, 
CoMPENSATION FOR ACCIDENTS TO WORKMEN. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 








——_—__-— error rennrna— ————— 


“eqal Ltems. 


Committee on the Judicature Act Amendment Bill is 
fixed for next Monday. 

A judge in the Southern States has held that to call the 
court ‘‘s phenomena! tribunal wrapped in the awful sanc- 
tity of judicial ignorance” is an “ obstruction of justice.” 

At the Salford Hundred Court of Record on Thursday, 
week, says the Manchester Guardian, before Mr. J. Kay, 

C., judge, in an action for slander and assault arising out 
of family differences, a number of witnesses were called on 
either side, and in the course of their examination the 
counsel engaged interrupted cach other so frequently and 





interposed with so many objections that ultimately the. 
judge said: It is perfectly disgusting trying a case in thig 
disgraceful manner. [ will give you one more chance. If thie 
work does not stop, as sure «8 my name is Joseph Kay I 
will discharge, nes a the slightest remorse, the jury from 
trying this case, and put it at the end of the list, if I live, 
Counsel for the plaintiff: And try it again?—The judge: 
I will not try the case in this fashion. If you will go on 
making speeches while you are examining I will not try it, 

Counsel : I have no objection to your doing anything you 

like. Let us go on, and we won't make speeches. The 
case then proceeded. 


The Times of India says that “ when the late Guikwar’s 
case was known to be getting desperate, he requested his: 
solicitors, in case he was deposed, to continue to act for 
him, and to look after his interests. He has, it appears, 
private interests as well as those b oy ones which may 
now’ be considered a3 hopeless, and for them he requires: 
legal advice. After the deposition, Messrs. Jefferson & 
Payne accordingly wrote, asking for permission to see him. 
To that application no decisive answer was returned. The 
firm, therefore, wrote again, respectfully submitting that 
the grounds upon which their client had been deposed did 
not justify the Government in debarring him from all legal 
and private advice. No answer at all being returned to that 
letter, a third application was sent in, stating that if the 
Government of India would not or could not grant the 
required permission an application would be made to the 
Secretary of State. We hear that an application has been 
made by telegraph to Lord Salisbury to authorize the ex- 
Guikwar to see bis legal advisers. 


At the monthly meeting of the Preston Town Council the 
committee appointed to consider the duties and salary of 
the person to be elected to the office of town clerk, vacant 
by the resignation of Mr. Ascroft, recommended in a series. 
of resolutions that such person “shall be a practising 
solicitor, required to devote the whole of his time to the 
duties of the office ; that his salary be after the rate of £850 
per annum, and that he pay his own clerks; that he be 
entitled to the fees usually received for the preparation. 
of the parliamentary register, and one half of the 
charges for contracts and leases; and that he be 
registrar of the Borough Court of Pleas, and receive the 
fees pertaining to that office."—Mr. Alderman Birley 
moved, as an amendment, ‘‘That it is unnecessary to 
require the town clerk to devote the whole of his time to 
the duties of the office; that he be precluded from act- 
ing or advising, directly or indirectly, as solicitor or agent 
for any public company, or persons whose interests may in 
the opinion of the council conflict with those of the corporae 
tion, and from holding any appointment which might havethe 
rame effect ; and that the salary be fixed at £600 per annum, 
to include all’ necessary clerks.” Mr. Birley stated that 
from returns obtained from tweuty-five towns in England, it 
appeared that in six only was the town clerk required to 
devote all his time to the duties ot his office, namely: Brad- 
ford, Leeds, Norwich, Nottingham, Salford, and Wakefield : 
and that he was sure they could get a competent man for 
the sum he had named.—Mr. H. Hawkins seconded the 
amendment, and it was supported by Aldermen Jacson and 
Gilbertson.—Aldermen Edelston, Watson, and Hibbert, 
Mr. Forshaw, and others spoke in favour of the resolution 
of the committee.—The amendment was negatived by 
twenty-four votes against sixteen. 


A writer in the Accountant says :—“ While commenting 
on the question of composition arrangements, I may per- 
haps be allowed to point ont what seems to me a great 
absurdity in the present system—the holding of two 
statutory meetings to carry a composition. The idea was, 
probably, to give more power to the creditors, and more 
time for consideration ; but the practical effect has been, 
in many instances, to hoodwink the creditors, and by this 
means, viz., a debtor summons & meeting, at which he at- 
tends, and to satisfy certain hostile creditors who may be 
present, offers a respectable composition—never intending 
to earry it out. The creditors are satisfied, and consider 
the matter ended. Notice of the second meeting is giveny 
to confirm the resolution—which notice, by-the-way, does 
not even state the effect of the resolution p 
at the first meeting. At the second meeting, the 
debtor, and a few friendly creditors, attend: the 
debtor states his inability to pay the proposed com 
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ition, and a resolution f or liquidation is agreed to; 
afriendly trustee is appointe d, and the debtor’s discharge 
jsgranted. This practice ou ght to be prevented, and the 
mtion might be easily effected. Let the debtor state 
Kis offer of composition before the notices of the first 
meeting are sent to the creditors, and let that offer be 
communicated to the creditors in the notice of meeting. 
They will then be able to consider it before the meeting, 
and will be ina position to finally accept or reject it at 
the first meeting, and the expense and delay of a second 
meeting would be obviated. As composition arrangements 
gre on the increase, while the amounts of composition in 
the pound are rapidly decreasing, it seems most desirable 
that this method of arrangement should receive serious 
attention from those interested in securing satisfactory 
dividends, and I cannot help thinking that the judicious 
decision of the Lords Justices in Re Ratcliffe will prove to 
bea step inthe right direction. 





= 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
July 2, 1875. 
Annuities, April, 85, 93 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. i908 
Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 4 pm 
Ditto, £500, Do 4pm 
Nitto, 2100 & £200, 4 pm. 
Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Ct. (last half-year), 261 
Ditte or Account, 


$ per Cent, Consols, 943xd 
Ditto for Account, Aug 5, 94% 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 94% 
New 3 per Cont., 94} 5: 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 
Do. 24 perCont.,Jan. 94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 
Annuities, Jan,’80— 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





| 


Railways. Paid.'Closing Price. 


100; nz 


eee) 100 
«| 100 








Bristol and Exeter 
oe eset 





Glasgow and South-Western ........ 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock  seoce eee 
Great Northern ..o.cccceseeee TTTTTI MITT Tite | i 
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South-Eastern ..............0008 


























stock 
Stock 
a 
oct 
tock 
tock 
jtock 
itock 

Btock 
Hock 
Stock | 5 
Stock 
Stock 
stock 
Btock 
Btock 





* A receives no dividen 


Money Market AND City INTELLIGENCT,. 


No change was made on Thursday in the bank rate. The 
Proportion of reserve to liabilities has fallen from 43 per 
cent. last week to 39 per cent. this week. Up to Wednesday 
the home railway market was rather firm, but on Wednesday 
and Thursday it was depressed. The foreign market since 
Tuesday has been very flat, and on Thursday the prices of 
feveral speculative stocks fell heavily. Consols closed on 
Thursday 94 to } for cash and 94} to } for the account. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Epwarps—June 25, at Burnside, Edmonton, the wife of John 
William Edwards, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, of 
a daughter. 

Epwarps—June 23, at 22, Oakley-square, N.W., the wife of 
Thomas John Edwards, barrister-at -law, of a daughter. 

James—June 25, at Woodburn, Dacre Hill, Rook Ferry, 
Cheshire, the wife of T. H. James, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. R 

Low—June 27, at Belvedere House, Forest-hill, the wife 
of John M. Maidlow, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a 
80n, 

Roscoz—June 29, at 28, Argyll-road, Kensington, the wife of 
Edward Stanley Roscoe, burrister-at-law, of a son. 








Rvuppocx—June 25, at 52, Stucley-road, Clapham, S.W., the 
wife of Noblett Surrage Ruddock, solicitor, of a daughter. 
SmiTH-—-June 25, at The Hawthorns, Moseley, near Birming- 
ham, the wife of George T. Smith, solicitor, of a son. 

MARPIAGE. 

Topp—JonEs—June 24, at the parish church, Suckley, Thomas 
Marshall Todd, of the Inner Temple, to Eleanor Agnes, 
youngest daughter of the !ate John Jones, of Blakebrook, 
Kidderminster. 


DEATH. 
Mason—June 24, at Eversleigh House, Highbury New-park, 
Frederick Mason, of No. 10, Old Jewry-chambers, and 7, 
Gresham-street, sulicitor, aged 39. 








ESTATE EX2TANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
By Messrs. FAREBrOTHER, CLARKE, & Co. 

Hendon—The freehold residence, Grove-house, dla. Ir. 5p.— 
sold for £13,900. Solicitor: Alexander Dobie, Esq., 2, 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 

Surrey, Kingswood—The residence Holly Lodge and 43a. Ir. 
27p., freehold—sold for £4,800. Solicitors: Messrs. Power & 
Armishaw, Atherstone, Warwickshire; and Messrs. Power, 
a & Wood, No. 8, Great James-street, Bedford-row, 


Kent, Brockley—Freehold land containing 20a. 2r. 35p.—sold 
for £4,520. 

‘The Red Cow public-house, freehold—sold for £5,200. 

Freehold ground rents of £191 4s. 6d. per ann.—sold for £4,330. 

Peckham—Freehold ground rents of £39 11s. per annum—sold 
for £3,200. Solicitors: Messrs. Charles Stevens, 39, Buck- 
lersbury, E.C. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fr'pay, June 25, 1875. 
Nunn, Jobn Bridges, and George Cecil Winkworth, 20, Princes st, 
Caveudish square, Middlesex, Attorneys and Solicitors. June zl] 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, June 25, 1875. 
Lrutrep In CHANCERY. 

British and Foreign Water and Gas Works Company, Limited.—Peti- 
tion for winding up, presented June 18, directed to be heard before 
the M.R. on July 3. Miller, King st, Coeapside, solicitor for the 
petitioner. 

Santa Clara Silver Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are 
required, on or defore July 19, to send their namee and ad 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry Tilly, 
Victoria buildings, Queen Victoria st. Ang 3, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Titford Coiliery Cumpany, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented June 23, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Jaly 3. 
Beall, Queen’s buildings, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the pzti- 
tioner. 

Val Antigoria Gold Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented June 23, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on 
July 3. Pulbrook, Threadneedle st, solicitor for the petitioner, 

Turspay, June 29, 1875. 
LimtTeD IN CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Italian Pulp and Paper Making Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented June 25, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Hali on July 9. Renshaw and Renshaw, Suffolk lane, solicitors for 
the petitioners, 

Davis Maestig Merthyr Colliery Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has, 
by an order dated June 2!, appointed James Wood Sully, Gresham 
House, Old Broad st, to be'official liquidator. Creditors are required 
on or before July 30, to send their names and addresses, and the fall 
particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Thursday, Nov 4, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

Drysaltery, Chemical, and Sanitary Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 28, directed to heard before the M.R, on 
July 10. Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st, solicitors for the 

titioner. 

Tynemouth (Borough) Tramways Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins 
has, by an order dated Jane 23, appointed William Mayor, Nicholas 
terrace, Wandsworth common, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
reqnired, on or before July 10, tosend their names and addresses, 
ana the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Wednes- 
day, July 14, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims, 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farpar, June 25, 1875. 

Liverpool rd Station Benefic Society, Liverpool rd Station, Manchester. 

Jane 16 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Torapar, June 22, 1875, 

Barnad, Alexander Bervard, Conduit st, Regent st, Jeweller. July 20. 
Blanckensee v Barnad, V.C. Matins. Leslie, Conduit st, Regent at 
Carey, William James, Mark lane, Ship Owner, July 22. Carey ¥ 

Oarey, M.R. Crump, Philpot lane 
Griffithe, William, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Butcher, July 20. 
v Griffiths, and James v Griffiths, V.C. Malins. Kempthorpe, Neath 





682 


THE SOLICITORS’ 


JOURNAL. July 3, 1875, 








Sewell, John, Leicester, Licensed Victualler, July 17. Adsoa jv 
Sewell, M.R. Owston, Le:cester 

Streeter, Edmund, Worthing, Sussex, oat of business. July 22. 
Eatherton v Streeter, M.R. Green, Worthing 

Tempany, George Richard, Old Cavendish st, Tailor. July 15. Benham 
v Poole, V.C. Malins. Needham, New inn, Strand 

FripayY, June 25, 1875. 

Barrow, John, Westbourne terrace, Esq. July 30. Barrow v Forster, 
V.C, Hall. Spencer, Verulam bu ildings, Gray’s inn 

Harrington, Robert, Old Kent rd, Gent. July 17. Montgomery v 
Stennett, V.C. Hall. Birt, Town Hall chambers, Southwark 

Howard, Samuel, Stratford, Essex. July 19. Cook v Lound, V.C. 
Hall. James and Co, Ely place, Holborn 

Kent, Benjamin, Brighton, Sussex, Coppersmith. July 25. 
Coleman, V.C. Hail. Stuckey, Brighton 

Kirkland, Jane, Peckham. July 20. Jolly v Petch, V.C. Bacon. 
Strangways, King’s rd, Bedford row 

Lawrence. Edward, Salisbury, Gent, July 22. 
M.R. Dew, Salisbury 

Nelson, John Henry, Slough, Buckingham, Esq. July 26. Nelson v 
Roots, V.C. Hall. Comins, Great Portland st 

Watson, Charles, Kilburn, Gent. July 21, Bagster v Watson, V.C. 
Hall. Coward, Moorgate st 

Weilington, James, bristol. E-q. July 20. Wellington v Taddy, V.C. 
Malins, Nelson, Essex st, Strand 

Tue-pay, June 29, 1975. 

Bird, Elizabeth, Weeley, Essex. July 23. Balaam v Bird, V.C. Malins. 
Neck, Colchester 

Cadbury, Susan, Bath. July 30, Cadbury v Scott, V.C. Hall. Titt, 

Hill 


Carter v 


Lawrence v Lawrence, 


Old Jewry chambers 

Cade, Richard Henry, Helston, Cornwall, Aactionseer. July 26, 
v Cade, M.R. Grylis and Co, Heiston 

Casson, John, Blaenyddol, Merioneth. July 24. Casson v Casson, M.R. 
Jones, Portmadoc 

Dale, Cha:les, sen, Mill st, Dockhead, Bermondsey, Currier. July 23. 
Suita v Lale, M.R. Hugh~-s, Gre- ham House, Basinghail st 

England, Nichvins, Colne, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. July 24. 
England v England, M.R. Weddail, Selby 

Fane, Lady Cecily Jane Georgiana, Upper Brook st. July 24. 
Fane, V,C, Malins. Frere, Lincoln’sinn fields 

Ford, Sarah Ann Webb, Silverton House, Peckham rye. 
Ford v Ford, V.C. Hall. Church, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Newby, Abraham Rowe, Camden square, Camden town, Gent. Jaly 
23, Hamilton v Newby, V.C. Hall. Elwes and Sharpe, Furnival’s ion 

Newton, Mary, Norton, York, July 26. Newton v Kendall, V.C. 
Bacon. Russell, Bedford row 

Newton, Thomas, Ecciesfield, York, Iron Master. July 23, 
Newton, M.R. Smit, Sheffield 

Phillips, Lonisa Elizabeth Kenrick, Bootle, Lancashire. 
Phillips v Moure, V.C. Malins. Rutter, Wolverhampton 

Teague, Peter, Coleford, Gloucester, Colliery Proprietor. July 26. 
Teague v Teague, V.C. Hall. Gooid, Newnham 

Warwick, Charles, Bucklersbary, Accountant. July 31. International 
a Company, Limiied, vy Warwick, V.C. Hall. Bennett, Fri- 

ay st 


Fane v 


Aug 9. 


Owen v 
July 20, 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuespay, June 22, 1875. 
Baber, Marion, South place, Knightsbridge. July 17. Kays, New inn 
Strand 
Bartlett, John, Bishopsgate st¥within, Provision Dealer. July 24. 
Ashiey and Tee, Frederick’s piace, Oid Jewry 
Bland, John, Sheffield, Gent. July 17. Rodgers and Co, Sheffield 
Bienkhorn, Jolin Alexander, Edwaid st, Greenwich, Gent. July 10. 
Howard, Prior st, Greenwich 
Brewer, Thomas, Tregonetha, Cornwall, Yeoman, Ju'y 26. White- 
field, St Columb 
Card, Charlies, Mere, Wiltshire, Gent. Sept 1. 
Carter, John, Cambridge, Innkeeper. July 10, Ellison and Burrows, 
Cambridge 
Tennis, James, July 26. Whitefield, St 
Jaly 19. 
July 7. 


Rutter, Mere 


Redruth, Corrwall, Gent, 
Columb 

Empeson, John Fielding, Birmingham, Gent. 
mingham 

England, Elizabeth Dampier, Weymouth, Dorset. 
and Pope, Dorchester 

French, ‘'homas, Cambridge, Cook. 
Cambridge 

Gaskell, George, Kendal, Westmorland, Coal Agent. July 31. Thom- 
son and Wilson, Kendal 

Henderson, William, Stanhope st, Hyde park gardens. July 31. Duff 
and Co, Nicholas lane 

Howard, Sophia, Syaney st, Fulham rd. July 20. Hand and Co, 
Coleman st ° 

Lawton, William Freierick, Bourton-on-the-Water, Gloucester, Esq 
Sept 30. Liter and Co, Uldham 

Lewin, Kev Richard, Yateley, Hants. 

Maynard, Elizabets, St Biazey, Cornwali. 
Steprens, St Austell 

Milier, James, Mansell st, Aldgate, Cora Chandler. 
and Son 

Musgrave, Yen Archteacon Charles, 
£mmest and Emmett, Uai:fax 

Pitcher, Lucy, Kentish town, July 10. Lucas, Newbary 

Pitcher, Wiliam Heury, Whitehail, Westmiaster. July 10. 


Newbury 
— Joann, Newquay, Cornwall, Yeoman. July 26. Whitefield, St 
amb 
Smith, Nathaniel Liewellin, Tenby, Pembroke. July 22, Lock, Tenby 
Stone, Harriett, Playden, Suesex. Aug 24. Waters, High et, Rye 
Taylor, Anne Kogers, Stroud, Gioucesier. July 8. Phipps, Cairnacross 
Faspar, June 25, 1875. 


Badeley, Kev Edward, Aldeby, Norfcik. July 24. White and Co, 
Whiteball place 


Browne, Jobn Dillon, Chariton Barrow, Dorset, Retired Colonel E.I.C. 
duly 24, Cope and Co, Great George st, Westminister 


Baker, Bir- 
Andrews 


Avg 22. Eaden and Knowles, 


Aug 18, Collins, Reading 
Sept 29, Carlyon and 


Sept |. 
York, 


Thomson 


Halifax, Aug 1, 


Lucas 





———— 
Bimson, James, Southport, Lancashire, Gent. July 30. Ackerley ang 
Son, Wigan 
Blomer, Jeremiah, Leominster, Hereford, Painter. Aug. Robdingon 
Leominster ‘ 
Blundell, Mary, Tarlscough, Lancashire. Sept 2%, Bradley and Stein. 
forth, Ormskirk 
—— Mark, Tackley, Oxford, Innkeepar Aug30. Robinson, 
x 


Dixon, Arthur Richard, Melbourne, Australia, Civil Eagineer, Jaly 31. 
Overell, Leamington Priors 

Dugdale, Thomas, Witton, Lancashire, Esq. Aug7. Bolton, Black. 
burn 

Eustace, Thomas Manston, Exmouth, Devon, Gent. Aug 15. Baker, 
Iiminster 

Foord, James John, Hilderthorpe, York, Commander R.N. 
Sandys and Trevenen, Chancery lane 

Freeman, Archdeacon Philip, Exeter, Devon. O2t1. 
Co, Colchester 

Giles, William Henry, Twickenham, Middlesex, Gent. 
College hill, Cannon st 

Goodenough, John, Thorpe, Surrey, Hawker. 
Chertsey 

Greenwood, Anne, Cheltenham, Gloucester. July 15. 

Augl. 


Jaly 31. 
Howard and 
Aug 31. Scott, 


Aug 24. Gwillim, 

Brydges ant 
Mellersh, Cheitenham 

Harman, George, Uxbridgs, Middlesex, Brewer. 
Co, Uxbridge : 

Helm, Samuel, Huddersfield, York, Retired Baker. Aug3l. Bottom- 
ley, Huddersfield 

Howard, Henry, Greystoke Castle, Cumberland, Esq. Aug 2, 
and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 

Hoyes, Alexander, South Stoneham, Hants, Esq. Augl. 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Knight, Thomas, Thistle grove, New Brompton, Surgeon, 
Knight and Ward, Farnham 

Lockyer, James, Southampton st, Fitzroy square, Architect. 
Comins, Great Portland st 

Lownsbrough, John William, Cheetham hill, Manchaster, Gent. Aug- 
25. Moody and Co, Scarborough 

Patrick, Francis Matthew, Tottenham, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 21. Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 

Priddis, Frederick, Winchester,,Boot maker. Septl. Stenning, Muiid- 


Wooils and 


Few 
Tweedie, 
July 21. 
Sept I. 


stone 

Prigg, Samuel Frampton Cotterell, Gloucester, Miller, Jaly 26, 
Trenfield, Chipping Sodbury 

Radcliffe, Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Bookkeep2r. Aug 18, Westoa 
and Co, Manchester 

Roberts, William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Linen Drapar. Aag IL. 
Thorney, Hull 

Rose, Mary Ann, Miltonrd, South Hornsey. Aug 3. 
Mercer, Copth»ll court 

Stanton, Archdeacon Thomas, Burbage, Wiltshire. Aug 31. 
Fenchurch st 

Stodart, Benjamin, Montague st, Portman sqaare, Esq. 
Simpson, Morgate st 

Toyne, Charles, Dunstable, Bedfordshire, Whitening Manutacturer. 
Aug 14. Robinson, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

Trounce, Henry Williams, Trevilveti, Cornwall, Yeoman, Jaly 31. 
Carlyon and Paul!, Truro 

Villa, Achille, Milan, Italy, Engineer. July 39. Sutton and Ommaaney 
Coleman st 

Jaly 31.3 


Werner, Henry, Leamington Priora, Warwick, Butcher. 
Augl. Keary and Co, 


Mercer and 
Wren, 
Aug l. 


Overell, Leamington Priors 
Wuck, Antoinette Theresa, Brighton, Sussex. 
Chippenbam 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, June 25, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must focward their proofs of debts to tha Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Cook, Arthur Crozier, Caversham rd, Kentish town, Gent. Pet Jane 
23. Spring-Rice. July 8 at 12 

Ko.loff, Siephan Alexandrovitch, Great Winchrster st buildings, Mer- 
chant. Pet June 23, Murray. July 13 atl 

Miller, William Henry, Glenlee House, Highbury New park, Wine Mere 
chant. Pet June 23. Spring-Kice. July 6 at 11.30 

Parker, Frederick James, Marlborough terrace, Upper Holloway, China 
Dealer. Pet June 23. Spring-Rice. July l4at 12 

Radcliffe, Edward, Howard st, Strand, no trade. Pet June 23. Spring+ 
Rice. July 8 at 11.30 


Rocke, Alfred Beale, Barclay rd, Walham green, Merchant, Pet May 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barnes, Thomas, Maidstone, Kent, out of bu-iuess, Pet June 22, Scuda- 
Humphry, William, Isle Brewers, Somerset, Cowkeeper. Pet June 21 
Batten, Yeovil, July 8 at 2 
Pet June 19, 
Daniel, Bradford, July 9 at 9 
Marshall, William, Manchester, Merchant. Pet June 17. Kay. 
Witherington, Richard, Sunderland, Durham, Ironmonger. Pet June 
18, Eils. Sunderland, July 12 at 2.30 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Glitsenstein, Frederick, Muscovy court, Tower hill, Merchant. Pet June’, 
24, Pepys. July 13 at ll 
July i3at 12 . 
Thomson, George F , Benwell rd, Highbury hill park, Mercantile 
Roche. July 15 at ib 
To Surrender in the Country. ’ 
Ashton, John, Hollinwood, nr Manchester, Builder, Pet June 1%. 


6. Pepys, July 6 atl 
more. Maidstone, July 12 at 3 
Leihenseder, Frederick, Bradford, York, Coach Builder, 
Man- 
chester, July 7 at 9.30 
Touespay, June 29, 1874. 
To Surrender in London. 
Sanders, Thomas , Old Kent rd, Confectioner, Pet June 26, Pepys. 
‘ge 
Clerk. Pet June 25. 
Tweedale, Oldham, July 10 at iL 
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—— | 
lingworth, W » Brighton, Sussex, Gent. 
Oe Brighton, July 14 at 11 
d, Francis, William, Worcester, Boot Maker. Pet June 25. Crisp. 
Worcester, July 13 at 12 
(oper, Rev Henry Law, Westham, Sussex. Pet June 26, Blaker. 
Lewes, July 16 at 11 
Davidson, William, Stamfordham, Northumberland, Farmer. Pet 
Juoe 24. Mortimer. Newcastle, July 10 at 12.30 
Dodds, William Johnston, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Maltster. Pet June 
94, Mortimer. Newcastle, July 10 at 12 
Hale, Daniel, Cardiff, Provision Merchant, Pet June 23. Langley. 
Cardiff, July 15 at 12 
Hobson, Butler Hairby, Hastings, Sussex, Grocer. Pet June 25, Young. 
Hastings, July 10 atl 
lewis, Henry Clarke, Kingsdown villas, Wandsworth, Attorney’s 
Clerk, Pet June 22, Willoughby. Wandsworth, Jaly 20 at Il 
Nedland, John, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. Pet June 24, Chauntler, 
Birmingham, July 15 at 2 
i N » Liverpool, Painter. Pet June 25. Watson. 


Pet Jane 18, Evet, 


Ornstein, 
Liverpool, July 4 at 2 

Quayle, George Murray, Liverpool, Cotton Broker, Pet June 24. Wat- 
son. Liverpool, July 13 at 2 

Smith, Levi, St Albans, Hertford, Butcher. 
St Albans, July 14 at 3,30 

Walton, Charles, Huddersfield, York, Commission Agent. 
Jones, jun. Huddersfield, July 13 at 1) 

Watson, John, Bristol, Hatter. Pet June 22, Harley. Bristol, July 9 


Pet June 23, Edwards. 


Pet June 24. 


at 
Winstaniey. John, Wigan, Lancashire, Brass Founder. Pet June 23. 
Wcodcock. Wigan, July 15 at 1 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Torspay, June 22, 1875. 


Colyer, Edward, Dunton green, Sevenoaks, Kent, Gent. 
Mytton, Henry Whitehead, Mark lane, Wine Merchant, 


Fripay, June 25, 1875. 
Marchaud, Albert, Regent st, Silk Mercer. June 21 


TuEsDar, June 29, 1875. 
Ince, Josep, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer, May 31 
Sinclair, George, Crowle, Lincoln, Builder. June 24 
Stower, Caleb William, Liverpool, Commission Agent. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, June 25, 1875. 

Appleyard, Frank, West Hartlepoo!, Durham, Ironmonger. July 6 at 
3 at offices of Bell, Chureh st, West Hartlep ol 

Ardington, Edward, Howden, York, Saddler. July 7 at 3 at offices of 

"Green, Howden 

Barker, William, Manchester, Leather Dealer. 
Rylance, Essex st, Manchester 

Barnett, William, Weston st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. 
at 2 at offices of Pailen, Basinghall st 

Baxter, James, Wisbech St Pe'er’s, Cambridge, Wheelwright. July 9 
at 1 at the Temperance Hotel, Wisbech St Peter's. Nurse and Derry, 
King’s Lynn 

Broom, James, Bath, Umbrella Maker. July 9 at 11 at 3, Wood st, 
Bath. Moger 

Byfield, John Herding, Bishopsgate st within, Hosier. 
offices of Ditton, Ironmonger lane 

Challener, Edward, Aston New town juxta Birmingham, Oil Dealer. 
July 6 at 11 at offices of Maher and Poncia, Temple st, Birmingham 

Ohedgzoy. George, Bristol, Cabinet Maker. July Sat 12 at offices of 
Collins, jun, Broad st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 

Clarke, Williem, Featherstone st, City rd, Packing Caso Maker. July 6 
at2 at offices of Holmes, Fenchurch st 

Coates, William, Bournemouth, Hants, Livery Stable Keeper. July 
8 4 2 at the Board Room, Town Hall, Bournemouth. Webb, Bourne- 


Jane 12 
June 15 


June 25 


July 14 at 2 at offices of 
July 2 


Jaly 20 at Sat 


moul 
Cope, ‘Thomas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Bookseller. July 15 at ll at 
Offices of Stratton and Rudland, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Cornwell, Daniel George, Maidstone,'Kent, Stationer. July 7 at 11.30 at 
Offices of Monckton and Oo, Lincoln's inn fields 
Cox, Mary Hoare. Bishopsgate st within, Coal Merchant. July 13 at 2 
at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holbora. Leslie, Conduit st, 
Regent st 
Croft, William, Rillington, York, Rope Maker. July 9 at ll at offices of 
Bartliff, Market place, Malton 
k, John, Hartlepool, Durham, Auctioneer. 
of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 
n, Thomas, Penryn, Cornwall, Blacksmith, Jaly 8 at 3 at offices 
of Jenkins, Post Office buildings, Falmouth 
Edler, Julius, Plough st, Whitechapel, Stick Manufacturer. July 13 at 
2at the London Tavern, Bishopsgate st, Jennings, Leadenhall st 
Eifick, Maxfie!4, St Lebnard’s-on-S3a, Sussex, Grocer. July 9 at Il at 
the Bridge House Ilotel, London bridge, Langham, Robertson st, 
Hastings 
— oe. Liverpool, Tobacconist. July 12 at 2 at offices of Fowler, 
le st, Liverpool 
Emmott, Hartley, Colne, Lancashire, Watch Maker. July 10 at 11 at 
Offices of Carr, Colne Jane, Colne 
» Simon, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Pawnbroker, July 5 at 2 at 
of Joel, Newgate st, Neweastle-upoa- Tyne 
m, Thomas John, West Hartlepsol, Ourham. Timber Merchant, 
July 9 at 12 at offices of Todd, Chareh st, West Hartlepool 
ing, John Cronin, Woolton, nr Liverpool, Provision Merchant. 
July 9 at 4 at offices of Roose and Price, North John st, Liverpool, 
Addleshaw and Warburton, Manchester 
r, Charlton, Bill Point, Northumberland, Spirit Merchant. July 
8 at 11 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 
Poskett, Edwin Bernard, Mount Pleasant rd, Hornsey, Barrister’s 
one July 3 at 3 at offices of Preston, East India avenue, Leaden- 
5 


July 6 at 1 at offices 





Euller, Francis, Whitehall gardens, Auctionver, July 20 at 3 at offices 
of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Gardner, Philip Edward, Gloucester, Shopkeeper. July 6 at 2 at offices 
of Haines, St John’s Jane, Gloucester 

Gompers, Solomon, and Edward Mareus Marcoso, Birmingham 
Dia mond Merchants. July 6at 12 at the Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham 
Hodgson, Birmingham 

Grant, George Daltreyman, Bacuv, Lancashire, Ironmonger. July 83 
oe the Dog and Partridge Hctel, Fennell st, Manchester. Sykes 

acup 

Gravely, Charles Ewart, Brighton, Sussex, late Grocer. July 12 at 3 at 
offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 

Hassell, Samuel, and James Thomas Gambier, Fishbourne, Sussex, 
Contractors. July 8 at 12 at offices of Burton, Serjeants’ ina 
Fleet st 

Hibbert, Char!es, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ironfounder. 
offices of Benning, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Holland, Gamaliel, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Agent, July 8 at 3 a* 
offices of Johnston, Vernon st, Stockport 

Hoit, Benjamin, Ramsbottom, Lancashire, Boot Maker, 
offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 

Jackson, Richard, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Draper. July 9 atl 
at the Victoria Hot2!, Church st, Barrow-in-Furness. Jackson 

Jukes, William Henry, Cannock, Stafford, Grocer. July 13 at ll at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Lenthall, William, Chariton Adam, Somerset, Draper. July 10 at 3 at 
offices of Hobbs, Chamberlain st, Wells 

Magmer, Julius, Bethnal green rd, Baker. July 2 at 2 at offices of 
Arnold, Finsbury pavement 

Marsden, Benjamin, Carbrook, York, Baker. July 9 at 4 at offices of 
Gee, Figtree chambers, Shettield. Binns, Sheffield 

Marshall, Hellawel!, Austonlev, York, Stone Merchant. July 8 at 11 
at offices of Iveson and Moller, Wellington buildings, Queen st, 
Huddersfield 

Mather, Samuel, and William Henry Lee, Birmingham, Oil Merchants. 
July 7 at 3 at offices of Stubbs, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Millward, William, Dinas, Glamorgan, Shoe Maker. July 10 at 1 at 
offices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morris, Andrew, Markfield, Leicester, Baker. July 7 at 3 at offices of 
Bartlett and Son, Mill st, Loughborough 

Morris, Thomas Rendall, West Derby, Lancashire, Merchant’s Clerk ,. 
July 9 at 11 at offices of Hughes, Cable st, Liverpvol. Cotten, Liverpool 

Mowat, John Alexander, Bromley, Kent, Boot Maker. Jury Sat llag 
Wood’s Hotel, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields. Hope, Bedford row 

Neal, James, Chippenham tsrrace, Harrow rd, Pork Butcher. July 2 
at iQ at offices of Ablett, Cambridge terrace, Hyde park 

Nundy, David, Louth, Lincoln, Corn Merchant. July 7 at 3 at offices 
of Bell, Town Hall, Louth 

Openshaw, William, Manchester, Innkeeper. July 13 at 3 at offices of 
Marriott and Wooda!l], Norfolk st, Manchester 

Oswald, William, Acle, Norfolk, Gent. July 10 at 12 at offices of 
Fosters and Co, Bank place, Norwich 

Ott, Henry, Peckham park rd, Old Kent rd, Batcher. July 2 at3 at 
ottices of Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 

Paterson, Peter Hay, Redcliffe gardens, South Kensington, no trade. 
July 15 at 2 at the Cannon st Hotel. Bushby 

Pellatt, Mill, Arther st west, Wine Merchant. July 2 at 2 at 
ottices of Ford, Cheapside. Ley and Brocklesby, Water lane, Great 
Tower st 

Prince, Thomas, Audlem, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. 
at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Onions, Market Drayton 

Pritchard, George Samuel, Highgate rd, Contractor. July 0 at 10.15 
at offices of Hicks, Giobe rd, Mile end 

Reay, William, Bishopwearmouth, Ourham, Agent. July 3 at 2 at 
offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Reed, Henry Joseph, Norwich, Haraess Maker. July 5 at 12 at the 
office of the Registrar of the County Court, Redwell st, Norwich 

Roberts, William, Cleckneaton, York, Contractor. July 9 at 3at offices- 
of Chadwick and Sous, Charch st, Dewsbury 

Scharfmesser, Moses, British st, Bow rd, Commission Agent, July 19 
at 3 at offices of Goldberg, West st, Moorgate st 

Sharman, Charles, Shetfield, Coal Miner. July 7 at 11 at offices of 
Binney and Sons, Queen st chambers, Shetfeid 

Shaw, John Wiliam, and Heary Shaw, Huddersfield, Woollen Mere 
chants. July 8 at3 at the Queen Hotel, Marses st, Huddersisid. 
Mills 

Shaw, Francis, Stockport, Cheshire, Grocer. July 15 at 11 at the 
Waterloo Hotel, Piccadilly, Manctester. Chew and Sons, Manchester 

Shaw, James, Leeds, Nail Maker. July 8 at 11 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Smith, George, Leeds, Innkeeper. July 6 at 2 at offices of Pullan, 
Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Smith, Robert, Swansea, Glamorgan, Mining Engiaver, July 6 at IL 
at otfices of Barnard and Co, Temple st, Swansea, Donagae, Swansea 

Smith, William, Liverpeol, Draper. July 12 at 12 at offices of Car 
ruthers, Clayton square, Liverpool 

Smyth, William, Leeds, Perambulator Maker. 
Simpson and Burret!, Albion st, Leeds 

Stevenson, Char'es, Sheffield, Saddler. July 8 at 12 at offices of Tatier- 
shall, Queen st, Sheffield 

Stoddart, James, Cleckheaton, York, Manager, 
of Storey, Cheepside, Halitax 

Sully, William, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Carpenter. Ja'y 12 at 
11 at offices of Gane and Co, Commercial Sale Rooms, Oxford ss, 
Weston-super-Mare 

Summersfield, Ellen, Manchester, Clothier. 
Rylance, Essex st, Manchester 

Taylor, John, Liverpool, Provision Dealer. July 8 at 3 at offices of 
Ritson, Dale st, Liverpool 

Thomas, William Arthar, Llangollen, Denbigh, Bookseller. Jaly 2lat 
11 at offices ot Minshalls and Jones, Arthur st, Oswestry 

Tipper, Johu, Hanley, Stafford, out of Business, July 3 at l2 at the 
Vine Inn, Stafford. Shires, Leicester 

Toone, William, Belton, Leicester, Maltster. July 9 at 12 at oticesof 
Marris and Son, Friar laue, Leicester. Berridge and Morris, Leicastee 

Trowell, Francis, Wood st, Tie Manufacturer. Jaty 7 at 12 as oticas of 
Lovering and Co, Gresham st, Plunkett, Gutter lune 


Jaly 15 at lif at 


Jaly 8 at ll at 


July Sat 11 


July 6 at 2 at offices of 


July 7 at 4 at offices 


Jaly la at 4 at offices of 
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Vickers,"Thomas, Hooley hill, near Ashtor-under-Lyme, Lancashire, 
Coal Merchant. July 6 at | at offices of Clayton, St James’s square, 
Manchester 

Watford, James Frederick, Castle st, Falcon square. Warehouseman. 
July 9at2 atthe London Jvint Stock Bank chambers, West Smith- 
field. Hubbard 

Welsford, Henry, Exeter, Devon, Stationer. July 7 at 3 at offices of 
Gambie and Harvey, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Ashley and 
Tee, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Wiiliams, Hugh, Wigan, Lancashire, Civil Engineer. July 13 at 11 at 
offices of Byrom, King st, Wigan 

Williams, Wiliam, Brynmawr, Brecon, Innkeeper. 
Offices of Shepard, Beaufort st, Brynmawr 

Wilson, Thomas, Bursiem, Stafford. July 3 at 11 at offices of Ellis, 
Market place, Bursiem 

Woolcock, John Mosebury, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. July 7 at 12 
at offices of Benson and Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 


Tuxspay, June 29, 1875. 


Aldridge, Tuomas, Fiskerton, Nottingham, Cattle Dealer. Jaly 12 at 
il at offices of Pratt and Hodgkinsons, North gate, Newark-upon- 


July 9 at 12 at 


Trent 
Arnold, Frank Audley, Cambridge, Milkman, July 13 at 2 at offices 
of Foster and Son, Green s’, Cambridge 
Arnold, John, Cambridge, Milkman. July 13 a: 3 at offices of Foster 
and Son, Green st, Cambridge 
Bate, George, Plymouth, vevon, S'oreman. July 13 at?! at offices of 
Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 
Brady, Henry, Ariwick, near Manchester, Ezg Salesman, July 14 at 
4 at offices of Addleshaw and Warourto, King st, Manenester 
Brooxs, James, Woking, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. July 13 at 2 at 
offices of Ashby, Ciement’s lane 
Cookson, Elien Aubray, Guildford, Sarrey, Coal Merchant. 
12 at the Guildball Coffee House. Lovett, Guildford 
Corbett, William, Bradford, near Manchester, Manufacturing Chemist. 
July 14 at 3 at offices of Partington and Allen, Town Hall buildings, 
King st, Manchester 
Gowan, James, Liverpool, Hatter. July 15 at 2 at the Law Institut ion 
Chancery lane. Taylor, Shettield 
wan, James, Swansex, Giamorgan, Draper. July 9 at 11 at offices 
of Barnard and Co, Temple st, Swansea. C»liins 
Coyne, James Jerome, Preston, Lancashire, Boot Miker. July 13 at ll 
at Cotsworh’s ‘l'emperance Hotel, Hangingditcn, Manchester. 
Fryer, Preston 
Culverweil, James, St Albans, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. July 15 
at 4at the George Hotel,St Albans. Annesley, St Albaus 
Cunliffe, Jonn, Manchester, Engineer. July 9 at 3 at otfices of Samp- 
on, South King st, Manchester 
Davies, Robert, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Ship Joiner. 
Offices of Downham, Market st. Birkenhead 
Dixon, William, East Retford, Nottingham, Tailor. 
Offices of Marshall and Co, East Retford 
Dowlisg, Isaac, and Sarah Lowung, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocers, July 
9 at il at offices of Evans, High st, Cardiff 
Wastaugh, William, Shadweli, Nortolk, Farm Steward. Julv 13 at 12 
-at offices of Emerson and Sparrow, Rempant Horse st, Norwich 
Fairail, George, Godstone, Surrey, Coal Dealer. June 13 at 1 at the 
Hare avd Hounds Inn, Godstone. Gregory, King st, Cheapside 
FParnish, Henry, and John George Harker, Horton, York, Stuff Manu- 
facturers. July 12 at 10.30 at otfices ot Wood and Killick, 
Commercial Bank building», Bradford 
Ferguson, James, Merthyr Tydtil, Glamorgan, Draper. July 10 at lat 
offices of Simons and Plews, Charch st, Merthyr Tyafil 
Field, William Jabez, Lee, Kent, Gent. July 7 at 3 at offices of May 
-and Co, Adelaide place, London bridge 
Fleming, Thomas, Tipton, Staffurd, Grocer. July 12 at 3 at offices of 
Travis, Church lane, Tipton 
Garneys, Thomus Toronto, Croydon, Surrey, Oilman. July 9 at 3 at 
Offices of Grant, Suffsik lane, Cannon st 
Haigh, John, Wellhouse, in Golcar, Yurk, Joiner. July 16 at 11 at 
- Offices of Ainley, New st, Hudde: sheld 
Hall, Leigh, Levenshulme, Lancashire, Draper. July 15 at 12 at 
Offices of Whitt, Lower King st, Manchester. Uawson, Manchester 
Herd, James Ellison, Oxton, Cheshire, Merchant’s Clerk. Jaly 9 at 1 
at offices of Pugh, Duncan st, Birkenheai 
Hey wood, Albert Edward, Huddersfield, York, Confectioner. July 8 
at 12 at the White Lion Hotel, Halifax. Leeming 
Hijerleid, Sivert, Coatham, York, Ironfounder. July 9 at 11 at the 
-Queen Hotei, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Middiesborough 
James, ‘Thomas, Culmington, Salop, Wheelwright, July 13 at Il at 
Offices of Piper, Court house, Ledbury 
Jevons, Henry, Kidderminster, Worcester, Grocer. July 8 at 3 at the 
Black Horse Hotel, Miil st, Kidderminster. Elcock 
Jones, William Rees, Kingsland rd, Drapar. Juiy 13 at 2 at offices of 
Laws and Co, Moorgate st. Ashley and Tee, Frederick’s place, Old 
ewry 
Kelk, Eliza Carleton, Liverpool, Grocer. July 15 at 3 at offices of 
Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 
Kerrey, Henry, Hinckley, Leicester, Auctioneer. July 13 at 12 atoffices 
of Lomas and Co, Cacnon st, Birmingham. Fowler and Co, 
er 
Kynnersley, John, King’s Norton, Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. July 
10 at 11 at offices of Gould and Elcock, High st, Stourbridge 
Lannigen, Henry Trevor, Keacar, York. Engineer. July 9 at 12 at the 
AQueen Hotel, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Middlesborouzh 
Law, Edward, Smethwick, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. July 9 at 11 
at offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 
Leeming, Cyrvs Samuel, Batley, York, Painter. July 12 at 12.30 at 
the Commercial Hotel, Aibion st, Leeds, Wooler, Batiey 
Leighton, James Bennett, Canonbury park square, Islington, Ware- 
houseman’s Assistant. July 7 at 3 at offices of Hadgell, Gresham st. 
Gray, Gresham st 
Isaae, Oardiff, Pawnbroker. July 13 at 11 at the Hen and 
Chickens Hotel, Birmingham, Morgan, Cardiff 
Lomex, John, Little Bulton, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Jaly 9 at 3 
at offices of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 
Marcoa, Rev Walter, Edgfield, Norfolk. July 14 at 11 at offices of Kent 


July 5 at 


July 12at 2 at 
July 13 at 12 at 





Martin, Henry Charles, Bournemouth, Hants. Grocer. July 12 at 2a 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Sharp, Christeharch 

McCann, Frank, Essex rd, Islington, Boot Manufacturer, July 20 at 
at otfices of Wood and Hare, Basinghall st 

Mossop, Thomas Robinson Woolfield, Long Satton, Uincoln, Wing 
Merchant. July 9 at 2atthe Caunon st Hotel, Giasier and Mason, 
King’s Lynn 

Nichols, Henry Richard, Bournemouth, Hants, Gilder. July 12 at y 
at offices of Aldridge and Aldridge, Branksom chambers, Bourne. 
mou.h 

Nixoa, Joseph, Wood st, Hosier. July 16 at 3 at the Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Parker and Co, St Paul’s churchyard 

Parnell, Joshua, Oppidan’s rd, Primrosa hill, Builder, July 15 atl at 
offices of Underwood, Chancery lane 

Peak, William Bennett, Cambridge, Furniture Broker. July 14 at }] 
at 28, Green st, Cambridge. Foster and Son 

Phillips, Thomas, Cardiff, Glamorgan. July 20 at 31 at offices of Mor. 
gan, Higa st, Cardiff 

Poiter, Robart Conrad, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer. July 9 at 12 at 
offices of Kaden, Benne‘t's hill, Birmingham 

Ramshire, James, Quality court, Chancery lane, Restaurant Keeper, 
— at 12 at oifices of Fitch and Fitch, Union st, Borough, South. 
war’ 

Roberts, John, Liverpool, Commission Agent. July 13 at 12 at the 
Clarendon Rooms, South Joun st, Liverpool, Fowler, Centraj 
chambers, Liverpool 

Sennett, Peter Edward, Hemingford rd, Islington, Carpenter, July g 
at 1t at the King’s Arms, Barnsburyrd, Islington. Rigoy, Beresford 
st, Camberwell 

Sibree, Peter, Great Drifleld, York, Engineer. July 9 at 12 at the 
Holderness Hotel, Beverley. Stead and Sibree, Hull 

Simmons, George Alexander, Sekforde st, Clerkenweil, Barometer 
Manufacturer. July 8 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Smith, Charles, Hare st, Bethnal green, Glass Shide Daaler. July 6 
at JO at the Victoria Tavern, Morpethid, Bethnal green. Rigby, 
Beresford st, Walworth 

Smith, George Urling, Aldgate High st, Flag Maker. July 15 at 2 at 
offices of Courtenay and Croome, Gracechurch st 

Steele, Thomas Murray, Plymouth, Devon, Aerated Water Manu- 
facturer. Ju'y 13 at 11 at offices of Shelly, Princess square, Ply- 
mouth 

Stephenson, James, Sunderland, Durham, Timber Merchant. July 9at 
12 at offices of Steel, Bank buildings, Sunderland 

Stewart, Lewis, St Mary Axe, Merchant. July 15 at 12 at the Cannon 
st Hotel. Nicholson ani Co, Lime st 

Thomas, John, Strata Fior.da, Cardigan, Draper. 
of Jones, Great Dark Gate st, Aberystwith 

Thompson, Andrew, Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. July 9 at 12 at the 
Ship Inn, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness, bradshaw and Pearson, Bar- 
row-in-Farness 

Tolley, John, and Jolin Jones, Golds green, Stafford, Colliery Propris- 
tors. July 12a: 12 at the Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Bure 
mingham. Powell, Birmingham 

Toms, Annie Curtis, lifracombe, Devon, Boot Maker. 
18, High st, [ifracombe. Langdon 

Town-end, William, Bilston, Siafford, Poultever, July 10at 11 at offices 
of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Biiston 

Turner, William Hodgson, Pudsey, York, Gent. July 10 at 10 at offices 
of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford. Booth andCo 

Warers, John William, Hartlepool, Durham, Coal Merchint. July 13 
at 12 at ottices of Todd, Town Hall, Harciep 0! 

Watts, George Henry, White st, Oilman. July 12 at 2 at the Guildhall 
Coffee House, Gresham st. Sweeting, Southampton et, Holoora 

Weston, Henry, and Henry Payne, Haye’s buildings, Londou fields, 
Hackney, Ivory Manutaciurers. ‘July i7 at 12 at the Buck’s Head, 
Chilton st, Bethnal green. Rigby, Beresford st, Walworth 

White, Thomas, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Grocer. July 10 at 12 at offices 
of Andrews and Pope, South st, Dorchester 

Wigram, Robert James, Ricard Henry Glyn, Robert Henry Benson, 
and Constantine William Benson, King’s Arms yard, Morgate sh 
Merchants. July 14 at \l acthe Guildbali Coffse house, Gresham st. 
Parker and Clarke, St Michael's alley, Coranill 

Williams, Robert, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. July 19 at 3 at offices of 
Vine, Vale st, Liverpoo!. Rumsey, Liverpool 

Willis, Edward, Sparkbrook, Worcester, Commercial Traveller. July 
12 at 3 at offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, birmingham 


July 13 at 1 at offices 


Jaly 13 at 3 at 
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UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tax 
apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whea 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivora may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
ve obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application vo the Chiet Orifice, 3 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C, 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE sie MAKERS. 


BY eveetat APPOINTNBNT, 
To Her Mojesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 8¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 











Co, Fakenham 
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